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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Researchers have examined dominance as a form of power, the influence of 
discussion topics on behavior, as well as the relationship between couple typologies and 
marital satisfaction. Power is a concept that can be measured in many ways, including 
decision-making, or in the form of tangible power--such as money--and in this case, 
dominance, which for the purpose of this study is measured as a power process. Power as a 
process is a domain of power that has been neglected in the past and is in need of further 
research, which this author addresses. A general focus of power research has been on the two 
other domains of power, which are bases of power and power outcomes. 
Research regarding power also identifies the need for both self-report and 
observational data. These two methods have been found to measure different dimensions of 
power. Self-report methods are important for studying participants' perceptions of power. 
Observational methods are significant in assessing power processes and what occurs 
interactionally between a couple. 
The author has chosen the interactional pattern of dominance and its relation to 
discussion topics as a focus of this study. However, few researchers have studied the 
relationship between dominance as a process of power and discussion topics. Therefore, the 
author has chosen to expand upon current research to include how discussion topics influence 
the process of dominance between romantic couples through the use of observational data. 
The majority of the research in this area includes the demand/withdraw pattern. The 
demand/withdraw pattern seems to be influenced by who generates the topic of discussion; 
however, significant results support only the positive association between the woman's 
discussion topic and the woman demand husband withdraw pattern. It is difficult to directly 
relate these findings to the relationship between discussion topics and dominance because 
both the behaviors of demand and withdrawal can be seen as behaviors of dominance. 
Therefore, more research is needed in this area. 
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Furthermore, identifying couples based on dominance patterns, specifically wife-
dominant, husband-dominant, and egalitarian, is a significant factor in the research of marital 
satisfaction. Researchers that have studied the relationship between couple type and marital 
satisfaction have consistently found couples typed as egalitarian to have higher levels of 
marital satisfaction. Couples typed as wife-dominant have been found to have the lowest 
levels of marital satisfaction. 
Researchers have speculated about the reasons for the association between couple 
type and marital satisfaction, as well as conversational behaviors and gender. The overall 
power hierarchy of this society stratifies and allocates power based on various variables such 
as gender. Therefore, due to the factors such as socialization and unequal power balances, 
behavior such as dominance may be influenced by gender and power. The author therefore 
speculates that domineeringness will be consistent across topic because established patterns 
of domineering behavior exist in which the subordinate individual, usually the woman, is 
more invested in wanting change to occur in the relationship. Dominance is an interactional 
behavior that is influenced by the overall context of power. 
This is an important area for research as well as for the clinical realm. The study 
opens the door to examining the relationship between discussion topics and dominance, as 
well as examines the area of couple type and marital satisfaction. This research has important 
implications for therapists, first with regard to couple type and how dominance may affect 
overall marital satisfaction. Also, dominance is a form of power that may surface during 
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therapy sessions, which is important for therapists to be aware of when attending to all 
clients' goals and topics, which may often be different. It is important to not allow one client 
to consistently dominate the therapy session and create an obstacle to attending to all clients' 
salient topics and goals. This in turn could also negatively affect the therapeutic relationship, 
if one client does not feel his or her needs are being attended to in therapy. 
The author reviews the research of power, dominance, couple typologies, gender and 
relational control, and discussion topics and then presents the purpose and hypotheses 
associated with this study. Concluding this study is a presentation of the results, discussion, 
as well as clinical implications, and limitations and future directions for research in this field. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Previous studies have linked power to marital satisfaction, which has many 
implications for the longevity of a relationship, happiness in marriage, and possible effects 
on children and the family as a whole. From both research and clinical perspectives, it is 
important to explore the influences of power and control in relation to the quality of the 
' marriage. 
Power has been operationalized and researched in the form of who talks the most, 
interruptions, decision-making, and transactional coding, with the majority of the researchers 
focusing on the inequality of power iii relationships (Whisman & Jacobson, 1990). 
Researchers have further examined power balance in the form of egalitarian marriages, wife-
dominant, and husband-dominant marriages and the association between each of these 
categories and overall marital satisfaction (Aida & Falbo, 1991; Felmlee, 1994, Gray-Little, 
Baucom, & Hamby, 1996; Gray-Little & Burke, 1983). Regarding the issue of topic, limited 
research exists connecting the two concepts of who generates the topic of discussion and who 
is the dominant partner in the relationship, Topic is used in this study to determine if 
dominance is influenced by whose topic is the focus of discussion. 
The author begins by presenting difficulties of measuring power through how power 
has been defined, conceptualized, and measured. Then, the author presents a review of the 
literature in the areas of dominance, couple typologies categorized by dominance, gender and 
relational control, and generated topics of discussion. The review is completed with the 
overall purpose of the study, including research questions and hypotheses. 
Difficulty Studying Power 
5 
Babcock and colleagues (1993) present problems of measuring power, which include 
no standard definition of marital power as well as methodological problems. They focused on 
the relationship between power and violence, the former of which is often difficult to 
describe because of the many dimensions and definitions of power. This study used variables 
from all three domains of power-power bases, power process, and power outcome (Olson & 
Cromwell, 1975)-to examine the relationship between power and violence. The authors 
predicted that the husband's lack of power would be associated with increased violence 
within the relationship. The power variables assessed were eommunication skill, income, 
socioeconomic status, education, and decision-making power. The sample included three 
groups of married couples, with 95 total participants. Criteria for inclusion in the study were 
results from the Conflict Tactics Scale and the Short Marital Adjustment Scale, which were 
assessed by phone with the wife only. The authors were concerned that the husband would 
underreport violence. The three groups were domestically violent (DV) couples (n = 49), 
distressed/non-violent (DNV) (n = 30) and happy/nonviolent (HNV) (n = 16). Couples 
categorized in the DV group included couples in which the husband used a minimum of six 
or more minor acts, such as pushing, or two or more moderately violent acts, such as 
slapping, or at least one life-threatening act such as beating up. The bNV group was those 
who scored 90 or below on the Short Marital Adjustment Scale and the HNV were those who 
scored 115 or more on the Short Marital Adjustment Scale and rep<>rted no physical 
aggression and no moderate or life-threatening acts of violence in the past five years. The 
variables of marital power bases were measured by the following: communication skill was 
measured by the Behavioral Observation of Communication Skill coding system and 
economic resources were assessed through the use of an occupational title that was based on 
the 1980 U.S. Census Bureau's listing of occupational titles. The scores included the 
variables of occupational prestige, education, and income. The marital process variable was 
the demand/withdraw pattern, assessed by the Communication Patterns Questionnaire. The 
power outcome variable was marital violence assessed by the Conflicts Tactics Scale, and 
marital satisfaction measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale and The Short Marital 
Adjustment Scale. 
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Overall, the authors found that husbands who assaulted their wives were more likely 
to report the demand/withdraw pattern than men who did not assault their wives. Also, wives 
of the DV and DNV group reported more of the demand/withdraw pattern than HNV wives. 
Moreover, poor husband communication, higher education and decision--making power of the 
wife was associated with more husband-to-wife aggression. In the DV group, both husbands 
and wives were low on communication skill. However, all the previously stated results were 
found to be non-significant, therefore more research is needed in this area. The author 
concluded by stating that more observational research was needed to effectively study power 
processes. 
Power defined. One definition of power that is frequently used is "power represents 
one's ability to influence another person" (Madden, 1987, p. 74). Implied in this definition is 
the idea that one. may have power, yet not act on it. There is a difference between having the 
ability to influence another person and actually using that ability. For example, a spouse may 
have more power in the relationship because he or she has more financial resources. 
However, he/she may choose not to use this variable of power in order to influence his or her 
spouse in areas such as decision-making of household responsibilities. Although one spouse 
has more power in the form of financial resources, both spouses may have equal input in the 
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process of decision-making. Control is a person's belief and feeling that they are able to 
control his/her own outcomes (Madden, 1987). Power and control are interrelated, yet two 
distinct concepts. They are interrelated because "the association is circular: some sense of 
control is necessary to attempt to influence, and successful influence attempts will enhance 
perceived and actual power" (Madden, 1987, p. 75-76). Madden used the previous definitions 
of power and control in order to study perceived power and control in marriages. This study 
consisted of 37 couples out of an original 187 couples. The majority of the couples had 
incomes ranging from $20,000 - $30,000 and the majority of couples, specifically thirty, had 
children. Regarding employment, 43% of the husbands worked in factories or construction, 
27% were professionals, and 14% owned small businesses. Twenty-two percent of the wives 
were housewives, 22% were clerical workers, 19% were professionals, and 22% were 
miscellaneous (Madden, 1987). The interviews took place at the homes of the participants, 
which included the couples completing individual questionnaires. The questionnaires 
assessed for demographic information and included a marital satisfaction questionnaire, 
which was adapted from measures of Locke (1951) and Madden and Janoff-Bulman (1981). 
Decision-making tasks were taken from measurements by Blood and Wolfe (1960) and 
.Douglas and-Wind (1978). Participants were also asked to report their perceived decision 
control and their perception of the spouse's decision control, as well as control over task 
performance. 
The author found the only significant relationship to be between control over tasks 
and marital satisfaction. Participants who were found to be more satisfied reported an equal 
amount of control over tasks between themselves and their spouse. However, it is also 
important to draw distinction between power and control. The definitions of power and 
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control are individualistic; therefore, studying control is a measurable way to study power, 
which is how Madden (1987) assessed power in relationships. Researchers have studied 
power and control from this conceptualization because it is easier to operationalize and draw 
conclusions. 
Szinovacz (1987) presents possible domains and definitions of power. One domain is 
power bases, which are tangible or intangible resources a person can use to influence another 
person or outcomes. Secondly, power means are the actual strategies a person can use in 
order to achieve desired effects of outcomes or someone's behavior. The domain labeled 
scope of power includes the specific issues of which the conversation is about. Next, the 
amount of power is the level of influence a person has over someone. These are different 
domains and definitions of power that have been used to conceptualize and measure power. 
However, there has been continuous difficulty in conceptualizing power (Gortman & 
Notarius, 2002; Gray-Little & Burke, 1983; Olson & Cromwell, 1975; Szinovacz, 1987). 
Defining and conceptualizing power. Power has been conceptualized in many forms. 
Olson and Cromwell (1975) organize power into three domains. These are bases of power, 
power processes, and power outcomes. Bases of power focus on the ability to influence based 
on available resources. Bases of power may include financial and educational resources. 
Those with more education and financial resources may be perceived as having more power 
both by society as well as by the couple. This power in the form of resources may affect 
outcomes, such as decisions of how money is to be spent. Power processes refer to the 
process of interaction and may include interactional variables such as assertiveness and 
influence, which are exerted during the interactional process. The power outcomes domain 
refers to the final product of the interaction, such as who makes the final decision. Few 
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studies have looked at power from a process standpoint. However, an example of a study in 
which the authors explored power as a process is the study by Ball, Cowan, and Cowan 
(1995), who found that both participants and outside observers saw a similar pattern that 
women tended to begin a problem discussion and aim towards a solution, but men gained 
control by limiting what was talked about and how in-depth the discussion was. Wives were 
therefore seen as influential in the process of discussion, but husbands had the overall power 
of whether a discussion would even occur. Ball et al. ( 1995) came to these conclusions 
through studying how partners perceived influence during marital problem-solving 
discussions. The authors addressed a general limitation of power research-that what is 
considered power and influence are ambiguous and that it is important to include the 
perceptions of the husbands and wives. The sample consisted of 27 heterosexual married 
couples that were part of an original study. The majority of the sample was White (85%). 
Each couple participated in a three- to four- hour session with both the first author and a male 
interviewer. During this session, five to ten minutes were spent selecting a problem about 
division of household labor. The couples then completed a Pre-Discussion Questionnaire. 
Following completion of the questionnaire, the couples spent ten minutes discussing the 
problem they selected and then separately completed the Post-Discussion Questionnaire. The 
couple then separately viewed the videotape of their discussion and discussed with the 
interviewer their perceptions about the discussion. During this discussion, the participants 
were asked "(I) what transpired in the interaction; (2) why it went the way it did; (3) 
satisfying and distressing interaction sequences; and ( 4) descriptions and evaluations of the 
outcomes of "upshot" of their problem talk" (p. 307). Self-report data was collected and 
researchers constructed an inventory of themes found in the discussions, which were 
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narrowed down to significant themes found by multiple observers. The researchers then 
coded the frequency of each theme. Along with the observational data, self-report 
questionnaires were used to measure problem solving, conflict, division of labor, and marital 
satisfaction. Problem solving was measured by three self-report questionnaires that consisted 
of both fixed response and open-ended questions. Conflict was measured by the Conflict and 
.Disagreement questionnaire. The Who Does What'? Questionnaire by Cowan and Cowan 
(1988) was used to assess role arrangements, and marital satisfaction was measured by the 
Locke-Wallace Short Marital Adjustment Test. A strength of this study was the use of both 
self-report and observational data. 
As presented in this section, many ways exist to conceptualize power. Ball et al. 
(1995) emphasized that conceptualizations of power are ambiguous and may neglect to 
include the participants' perceptions of power. Considering problems exist in terms of how to 
conceptualize power, problems also arise in measuring power. 
Measuring power. What researchers define and therefore study as power, such as 
decision-making, may not be perceived by participants as a true and all-encompassing 
definition of power between husband and wife. "One criticism concerns whether a person 
who influences decisions also influences other aspects of marital interaction" (Madden, 1987, 
p. 74). The domains of power are clearly related, yet exactly how they are related remains 
elusive. Previously studied variables, such as decision-making and interruptions, are specific 
ways to operationalize and measure power. However, each of these variables is only one 
aspect of power and not an overall definition of power in relationships. 
Furthermore, when actually measuring power, a limited number of studies focus on 
power assessment through direct observation. Many studies use self-report data, which is 
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important for measuring participants' perceptions of power~ however, this may leave out an 
outsider's perspective of the overall interactional pattern. "Observational data reveal a 
replicable portrait of complex social interaction that lies beyond the natural awareness of 
even the most keenly sensitive spouse or partner, and thus lies beyond assessment with self-
report instruments" (Gottman & Notarius, 2000, p. 927). Gottman and Notarius (2000, 2002) 
focused this article's attention on the advances of observing marital interaction in the 1990s. 
Observational research is an integral part in studying process. Advances in the 1990s 
included technology, such as the use of live observational coding, coding videotapes that are 
synchronized to computer-readable video, and the ability to measure physiology. 
Methodological advances were also made, such as through developing global coding systems 
in order to examine interactional processes. Furthermore, an extension of sequential analysis 
was a significant advancement to explore patterns of interactions. Advances in the 1990s also 
included expansions in the areas of developmental transitions, which included divorce 
prediction, transition to marriage, transition to parenthood, and couples at midlife and 
beyond. Furthermore, areas of marital interaction and family and individual well-being were 
also advanced, which included aspects of health and longevity, child outcomes, and 
comorbidities, such as the association between marital interaction and aspects such as 
depression. 
Finally, power was reviewed with regards to couple typologies. Studies classified 
couples differently based on aspects such as how couples dealt with conflict. Furthermore, 
these typologies were used to examine their relation to marital satisfaction. Gottman and 
Notarius (2000, 2002) presented areas for future research, which included the need to include 
samples that are more representative of the general population as well as international 
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samples. Often, the sample consists of all or the majority as white. Furthermore, few studies 
have used natural settings, often using laboratory settings. There is a need to focus on 
sequences and patterns of interaction through the use of direct observation and sequence 
analysis. Finally, the areas of demand/withdraw, positive affect, stress spillover management, 
and personality are areas to be expanded on and revisited in future research. 
Another supporter of the use of both self-report and observational methods is Olson 
and Cromwell (1975), who presented limitations of the method of self-report. First, it may be 
difficult for participants to assess power in their interactions because the person who was 
perceived as having power over the process may not have had much power over the final 
decision. Second, because participants are asked to recall experiences from the past, they 
may not accurately remember how power existed in the interactions. Furthermore, 
participants may be biased in their reporting of power, such as giving responses that are 
socially desirable. For example, considering egalitarian relationships may be viewed as most 
desirable and wife-dominant patterns tend to counter social norms; couples may be more 
likely to report being egalitarian rather than wife-dominant. Olson and Cromwell (1975) also 
presented issues of methodological research, with an emphasis on self-report and 
observational data, as well as the three domains of power. Power was presented from an 
insider view, w~ich was a term for self-report data that allows for the perspectives of the 
participants to be considered in research. The outsider view is also known as observational 
data. Past research relied on self-report measures, as has been stated frequently in this review 
of the literature. Furthermore, past research found a lack of agreement between self~report 
and observational methods; however self-report assessed subjective reality and observational 
data assessed objective reality. Therefore these two different methods are measuring two 
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different things, consequently not in agreement with each other. Although a lack of 
correspondence existed between self-report and observational data, it is important to include 
both if possible, in part because observational data can be used to clarify different findings 
coming from spouses. The spouses may answer differently regarding who has power--men 
tend to overestimate their amount of power and women tend to underestimate. Using both 
methods helps to explain results and identify future variables to study. The authors also 
presented limits to using only observational data, which included the unnatural laboratory 
settings of research that could bias results as well as intrusive laboratory observers. Finally, 
problems and topics that were discussed in laboratory settings were hypothetical and may not 
have been viewed as real, therefore biased results may have occurred. 
Overall, there have been empirical findings that participants' and observer 
perceptions can be quite different (Matthews, Wickrama, & Conger, 1996). Matthews et al. 
(1996) sampled 436 couples who were participating in a five-year study of families in order 
to explore the relationship between quality of marital interaction and marital instability and 
divorce. This population was all White, and all were two-parent families living in small 
towns of equal to or less than 6,500 or rural areas. These authors measured marital instability 
and divorce with the difference score of hostility minus warmth, rather than measuring each 
separately. Marital insatiability was measured along a continuum, in which the highest 
degree of distress was separation or divorce. Divorce was measured through a single 
response questionnaire, which asked if the couple separated or divorced within the previous 
year. Participants' perceptions of hostility and warmth were measured through the use of 
scales, which asked about specific questions concerning behavior. For example, a spouse 
yelling or ignoring was a measure of hostility, and a spouse's affectionate behavior was a 
measure for warmth. The Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales, which is an observational 
method, was also used to code for hostile and warm behavior. 
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The authors believed that observer and participant reports would both relate to marital 
instability although participants' reports would be independent of one another. This belief 
was supported because observed behaviors such as criticism and hostility were associated 
with higher levels of perceived hostility and higher levels of marital instability. Overall, more 
hostility and less warmth were associated with higher marital instability. Therefore, these 
interaction variables were able to significantly predict separation and divorce. 
Rogers, Millar, and Bavelas ( 1985) reviewed the topic of marital conflict as a 
process; however, the authors noted that there are few behavioral and relational measures to 
actually measure power process. It is important to integrate both individual perceptions, 
which is more self-report, as well as observable relational part of research. The authors state 
that "Ultimately, an interactional, system-level method must (a) focus on observable 
behaviors; (b) provide sequential descriptions of those behaviors; and ( c) be capable of 
describing system-level structuring that represent relational patterns" (p. 177). 
The authors presented four general conflict situations that were used in behavioral 
measures, "revealed difterences, role-playing, simulation games, and topic discussion" (p. 
178). The topic discussion was often used to allow for a more natural discussion in that 
topics were chosen by couples selecting or reporting areas of trouble in their relationship and 
then they discussed one or more of the topics. However, limitations of this study included the 
unnatural setting, lack of longitudinal data, and the short duration of interaction times. 
Another needed aspect of power process research is sequential data; in the past, 
studies focused on individual behaviors rather than sequential and interactional behaviors, 
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which can be used to identify and explore patterns among couples. Overall, concerning 
methodological issues, self-report methods are an important part of collecting data; however, 
behavioral interaction cannot be studied without the use of observational methods (Rogers et 
al., 1985). 
Considering the variety of definitions researchers have used to study power, there is 
not only difficulty in conceptualizing power, but this is intensified by the difficulty in 
measuring power. Therefore, because of the difficulty of defining, conceptualizing, and 
measuring power, this author has chosen to specify dominance as the variable to be 
measured. 
Dominance as an Interactional Definition 
In researching power, the growing emphasis is towards examining power in 
communication and the interactional process of power. Previous studies focused on 
dominance as an outcome variable of power (Mehrabian, 1999). Mehrabian (1999) studied 
dominance as a personality trait, in which dominance was defined as "a generalized 
emotional predisposition toward feeling in control of one's relationships and life 
circumstances versus feeling controlled and influenced by others and external events" (p. 94). 
A limitation of this research was the lack of clarity in conceptualizing power. This author 
studied dominance as both an outcome and personality trait, which is considered a base of 
power. This author seemed to lack clarity regarding dominance and the power domain that 
was being studied. Mehrabian studied 166 couples that were found to be heterogeneous with 
regards to age and socioeconomic factors. The author used the Pleasantness-Arousability-
Dominance (PAD) Temperament Scales, which included three scales designed to assess 
individual emotional traits. The first scale was the Trait Pleasure-Displeasure Scale, in which 
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participants reported how they generally feel by choosing one adjective out of an opposing 
pair. "The Trait Arousability scale assessed characteristic increases in arousal response to 
sudden increases in "information rate" (i.e., complexity, variability, or novelty) of stimuli" 
(p. l 03 ). The Trait Dominance-Submissiveness Scale measured emotional predispositions of 
feeling in control of situations and relationships. Marital satisfaction was measured through 
the use of the Marital Satisfaction Scale. Data was collected through self-report 
questionnaires, and no observational data was collected. Mehrabian found that higher 
dominance in husbands was related to greater satisfaction for husbands, and less dominant 
traits of wives tended to relate positively with marital satisfaction for the wives. 
Interruptions as a form of dominance. Dominance has also been defined and 
measured in the form of interruptions. Zimmerman and West (1975) included interruptions in 
examining dominance through studying 31 conversations, three-quarters of which were 
conversations among two people. The authors tape recorded conversations in various public 
places, obtaining consent whenever possible. Some tape-recorded conversations also took 
place within private homes. The data consisted of an equal number of male-male, female-
female, and male-female conversations, with ten of those being male-male conversations and 
ten being female-female conversations. All of the participants were white and the 
relationships varied from acquaintances to intimate relationships. 
The conversations were transcribed and coded for simultaneous speech, interruptions, 
overlaps, and si1ences. Overlaps were considered simultaneous speech that began near the 
end of the speaker's end of speaking tum, such as during the speaker's last word. An 
interruption was defined as simultaneous speech that occurred before the signal of the 
speaker's end of turn or transition to the next speaker. This included the interrupter speaking 
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in the middle of the speaker's sentence, rather than at the end. Silences were measured as a 
ratio. "A speaker's total silence was determined by counting the elapsed time prior to 
speaking after the previous speaker had concluded a turn" (Zimmerman & West, 1975, p. 
118). Overall, men made 98% of the interruptions and 100% of the overlaps during the 
conversations. "The preliminary findings of the research reported here indicate that there are 
definite and patterned ways in which the power and dominance enjoyed by men in other 
contexts are exercised in their conversational interaction with women" (Zimmerman & West, 
1975, p. 105). 
Chambliss and Feeny (1992) also smdied dominance, With the viewpoint that 
interruptions may represent a person's enthusiasm in the conversation. "Many interpret 
interruption as a display of dominance and a means of displaying or maintaining power over 
a conversation" (Chambliss & Feeny, 1992, p. 1235). Past research explored interruptions in 
conversations, often examining the effects of sex in regards to who interrupts more. Most 
studies conceptualized interruptions negatively; however, the purpose of this study was to 
derermine if men viewed inrermptions more positively than women, "Inrermpting can be 
interpreted as a sign of mutual interest, enthusiasm, and excitement. It may reflect an 
eagerness to be conversationally engaged and a desire to maximize sharing of information" 
(p.1236). The study consisted of 104 undergraduate students who were currently enrolled in a 
communication or psychology class. The participants listened to one of the taped discussions 
in a group setting. Following the taped discussions, the participants rated the taped 
conversants on "quality of exchange" and "personal attributions". The taped conversations 
consisted of male/female dyads and the topic of discussion was either the war in the Middle 
East or daycare and working mothers. The conversations lasted 2.5 minutes and the 
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interruptions were controlled at about a 5: 1 ratio. The speaker of the conversations alternated. 
Measures for this study included a measure of quality of exchange, which was assessed by 
seven statements regarding the participants' feelings and perceptions about the quality of 
exchange. Statements were structured like the following, "Joe (Mary) seems to be angry at 
Mary (Joe), Joe (Mary) seems to be listening to what Mary (Joe) is saying" (p. 1237). 
Personality attributions were measured by 20 questions taken from Robinson and Reisi 
(1989) experiment on interruptions. Aspects of personality that were measured included 
assertiveness, sociability, traditionally, and masculinity or femininity. 
The authors found that in relation to women, men tended to have a mote positive 
view of interruptions (Chambliss & Feeny, 1992). Regarding the specific aspects of 
personality, few sex differences were found. Both men and women were found to be more 
sociable when they were being interrupted, rather than interrupting. Also, assertiveness 
ratings were higher for the interrupter. However, a sex difference existed for Mary's 
assertiveness. Mary was seen as the most assertive both when she was the interrupter, as well 
as when she was interrupting during the war conversation; showing that topic did have an 
affect. Also, Mary was seen as most traditional when Joe interrupted the war conversation 
and least traditional when she interrupted the daycare and working mothers discussion. 
Furthermore, for. Joe as the speaker, sex and topic influences also existed. Joe was seen as the 
most masculine when he was the interrupter of the daycare and working mothers topic and 
least masculine when being interrupted during the daycare and working mothers topic. 
Overall, perceptions of interruptions were found to be influenced by the sex of the 
interrupters, the sex of the participants, and the topic of discussion. The authors of this study 
incorporated both gender and topic, and discovered that gender and topic were significant 
variables in the study of interruptions. 
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Dominance as an interactional process. Studies have expanded on past research by 
exploring dominance as an interactional process. Researchers operationalizing dominance as 
interactional include Thimm, Rademacher, and Kruse (1995), who distinguished between the 
concepts of dominance and being domineering; "Domineering behavior being the 
transmission of one-up messages (verbal statements that claim the right to be dominant) and 
dominance being the resultant phenomenon of the acceptance by alter of the one-up message 
given by the ego" (p. 383). The definition of dominance emphasizes the interaction. 
Dominance cannot exist without the power move being accepted. A partner may attempt to 
interrupt or talk over another person; however, this domineering behavior is successfully 
dominant only if the other person accepts and submits to the behavior. Thimm, Rademacher, 
and Kruse (1995) explored dominance as a process through studying 105 participants and a 
total of70 conversations. Participants were all male students, mainly graduate students who 
were not psychology students, in order to avoid possible bias. The participants completed the 
German version of the California Personality Inventory (CPI) dominance questionnaire. 
Those who scored high (30-45) were labeled as dominant, those who scored in the middle 
(20-25) were labeled as neutral, and those who scored low (0-15) were labeled as submissive. 
The participants who were labeled as either dominant or submissive were further labeled as 
"B-persons" and those labeled as neutral were categorized as "A-persons." The participants 
were formed into dyads, with an A"-person and a B"person comprising each dyad. The first 
group consisted of neutral and dominant partners; the second group consisted of neutral and 
submissive partners. In the first conversation for the first group, the A-person was given 
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correct information, that his partner was dominant. In the second conversation, the A-person 
was given incorrect information --that his partner was submissive when he was actually 
dominant. In the first conversation for the second group, the A-person was given correct 
information-that his partner was submissive, but for the second conversation, the A-person 
was told his partner was dominant when in reality he was submissive. 
The participants were instructed to imagine they were going to be student helpers on 
an interdisciplinary team and they needed to set up a time for an informal meeting to get to 
know their partner. They were given a made-up scheduled timetable, which they used to 
negotiate times of when they could meet for their informal meeting. Following the 
discussion, the participants were separated and interviewed regarding their feelings of the 
discussion, assessment of their partner, and overall perception of the situation. Both the 
discussions and the interviews were audio taped and transcribed. The authors wanted to 
determine how the participants' perceptions of their partner as dominant or submissive 
influenced their behavior. The transcripts were coded for a total of 119 variables, which 
included the categories of quantitative markers, such as pauses, speech organization, such as 
interruptions, and negotiation strategies, such as self-disclosure and laughter. 
Overall, Thimm, Rademacher, and Kruse ( 1995) found that the information given to 
participants as to whether their partner was submissive or dominant did influence behavior. 
Particularly in the area of interruptions, A-persons who believed their partner to be more 
submissive interrupted more. Also, with regards to controlling attempts, which fell under the 
speech organization category, a higher use of controlling attempts were found with B-persons 
who were either labeled or genuinely submissive. Controlling attempts included behavior that 
influenced the partner's next move or behavior, such as asking a question that requires a 
response. 
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Another study with the similar focus of dominance and domineering, however, using 
couples for the sample was conducted by Courtright, Millar, and Rogers-Millar (1979). 
Domineeringness was defined as a "one-up'' message and dominance was defined as the 
transactional pattern among the couple (Courtright, Millar, & Rogers-Millar, 1979). 
Courtright et al. ( 1979) explored a couple's relational structure of communication. 
Domineeringness was measured as an individual one-up message and dominance as a 
relational measure. The study was a replication of a previous study. Reasons for the 
expansion of the original study were: 1) to see if the same results would be found with 
different participants in a larger sample, and 2) to explore the relationship of 
domineeringness and dominance. The relational control process of the dyad was measured by 
the Relational Control Coding System. Domineeringness was defined as a one up message, 
and dominance as a one up message followed by a one down message. The sample consisted 
of 86 White couples who were randomly selected from a mid-western metropolitan area. The 
average duration of the marriage was 14 years and the combined income ranged from 
$15,000-$19,000. Data was collected through a two-hour interview in the participants' 
homes. The husband and wife separately completed self-report questionnaires regarding the 
marriage, which included satisfaction. The specific questionnaires used in the study were not 
identified. Also, data was collected by tape recordings of the couples' interactions on four 
different topics: "(I) how did you meet and decide to marry, (2) how do you relate to the 
happenings of the day to each other, (3) how do you deal with disagreements between you, 
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and ( 4) how does a couple develop and maintain a strong marital and family relationship" (p. 
182). 
Results regarding domineeringness and marital satisfaction included: in the first 
study, wife domineeringness was negatively associated to both spouses' marital satisfaction. 
In the second study, wife's domineeringness was negatively associated to only her marital 
satisfaction and husband domineeringness was negatively associated with both spouses' 
marital satisfaction. Regarding dominance, husband dominance was positively associated 
with both spouses' marital satisfaction, although only slightly in the first study. In the second 
study, only a weak positive correlation was found between husband dominance and the 
husband's marital satisfaction. The study showed the importance of domineeringness and 
dominance as distinct concepts and that "Although domineeringness is part of dominance as 
measured, it is not a predictor of dominance and should not be conceptually or operationally 
equated with dominance" (p. 190). Furthermore, domineeringness does not predict one's 
dominance, but it does decrease the other person's dominance. However, although a person 
can increase his or her domineeringness in order to not be dominated, this may decrease 
marital satisfaction. Therefore, the author of the current study has chosen to measure both 
domineeringness and dominance as separate and distinct concepts and their relation to 
generated topics of discussion. 
In these studies, dominance was measured from a contextual perspective, as a 
communicational process in relationships. Studying power and control through 
communicational dominance expands on the current research by looking at the interactional 
process of couples (Courtright et al., 1979). 
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Whisman and Jacobson (1990) also examined dominance as it exists in conversation. 
Dominance can exist as "dominance through talking (DT)," or "dominance through listening 
(DL)," or in reality, dominance through not listening. Dominance through talking exists 
when the individual with more power occupies the majority of the discussion time. The more 
powerful spouse dominates through talking about an abundance of trivial information, with 
little time and attention given to the nondominant spouse. Dominance through not listening is 
represented by the dominant spouse being the listener, who maintains dominance by paying 
little attention to what the speaker is saying, a.S well as by withholding information. Power in 
this article refers to both the concepts of power and dominance as a process. Whisman and 
Jacobson (1990) specifically explored how much time the spouses spent obtaining 
information and self-disclosing and how the inequality of these two variables was associated 
with marital satisfaction. "In short, the present article describes an observational study of 
dyadic communication patterns that was conducted to: (a) develop a measure of power 
inequality based on the DT and DL patterns of communication content asymmetry, (b) 
examine the relationship of power inequality to marital satisfaction, and ( c) determine the 
degree to which power inequality prior to therapy predicted the outcome of therapy for 
couples completing social learning-based treatment program" (p. 205). The participants of 
this study included 31 distressed couples. Distress was defined by a score on the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale (DAS) ofless than 100, and the participants' current participation in 
marital therapy. The mean DAS for distressed couples was 81.6 and 120.4 for non-distressed 
couples. The Verbal Content Coding System (VCCS) was used to measure the verbal 
interactions of the couple, specifically self-disclosure and obtaining information. For this 
study, the couples participated in therapy; however, before therapy, couples completed a 
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videotaped communication assessment as well as the DAS and another questionnaire that 
was not specified. The couple then spent five- to ten-minutes discussing their days. At that 
point, transcripts were completed from the videotapes, which were then coded using the 
VCCS. The average duration of therapy was 23 sessions, in which social-learning-based 
marital therapy was used, including aspects such as problem solving. At the conclusion of 
therapy, couples completed the DAS and other non-identified assessments. The DAS and 
follow-up questionnaires, which were not described in this article, were mailed at a six-
month follow up date. Twenty of the original 31 were returned, but no significant differences 
were found between those who did and did not return questionnaires. "A single measure of 
marital power was obtained from combining the absolute value of the difference between the 
husband and wife on their proportionate rates of self-disclosure with the absolute value of the 
difference between them on the sum of inquiries to elicit information and summary of the 
other" (p. 207). Results indicated a negative relationship between power inequality and 
marital satisfaction, which supports other research findings. These findings were also from 
observational as well as self-report data, which past researchers presented as a needed area in 
research. 
Vanlear and Zietlow (1990) also examined domineering and dominant behavior by 
categorizing couples based on a coding system in which five categories of control modes 
were used to classify couples: 
1. Domineering ( t +) - Attempt to severely restrict the behavioral options of the other. 
2. Structuring ( t-) - Attempt to restrict the behavioral options of the other while 
leaving some options open. Attempt to control the flow of the conversation. 
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3. Equivalence(--) - Attempt at identification or expression of equivalence. Neither 
one-up nor one-down. 
4. Deference ( i-) - Willingness to relinquish some behavioral options to other while 
retaining some choice. Following behavior. 
5. Submissiveness ( i+) - Relinquishing behavioral options to other while retaining 
little choice. (Vanlear & Zietlow, 1990, p. 209) 
The categories of domineeringness and structuring were combined to make a one-up code 
and the categories of deference and submissiveness were combined in order to create a one-
down code. Vanlear and Zietlow ( 1990) studied 77 couples through the use of self-report 
questionnaires. In addition to completing the questionnaires, the couples were instructed to 
audiotape their discussion of eight common salient problems in marriage. The eight areas 
were (1) criticisms of life style, (2) household responsibilities, (3) affection and attention, (4) 
money, (5) housing issues, (6) leisure time, (7) being irritable, bossy, depressed, and other 
negative mood states and (8) communication. The couples were categorized into couple 
typologies based on Fitzpatrick's (1977) Relational Dimensions Instrument (RDI). The 
couples were categorized as independents, traditionals, separates, or mixed. Independents 
were described as high on assertiveness and autonomy, and low on traditionalism and 
conflict avoidance. Traditionals were high on traditionalism and conflict avoidance and low 
on assertiveness and autonomy. Separates were described as high on autonomy and low on 
sharing. The couples were also assessed for marital satisfaction by the Dyadic Adjustment 
Stale and relational control through the use Of a coding system, which was described above. 
Vanlear and Zietlow (1990) found that couple typology predicted marital satisfaction, 
specifically, couples who were categorized as traditional or independent were associated with 
higher marital satisfaction than those who were categorized as separates. Therefore, couple 
type is an important variable to measure when studying marital satisfaction. Similar to the 
Vanlear and Zietlow (1990) study, dominance can also be measured through categorizing 
couples into typologies based on who is dominant, using the categories of wife-dominant, 
husband-dominant, and egalitarian. 
Couple Typologies Based on Power 
Researchers interested in studying power in couples' relationships frequently type 
couples according to who is most dominant. Researchers have typed couples as wife-
dominant, husband-dominant, and egalitarian and have then compared marital satisfaction 
and marital longevity among the three groups. Most consistent has been the finding that 
egalitarian couples are most satisfied in their marital relationship (Aida & Falbo, 1991; 
Felmlee, 1994; Gray-Little & Burke, 1983). Furthermore, those who are least satisfied are 
those of wife-dominant relationships (Felmlee, 1994; Gray-Little, 1982; Gray-Little & 
Burke, 1983). However, another finding is that those who are least satisfied are couples in 
which one spouse is more dominant, but not necessarily the wife (Whisman & Jacobson, 
1990). 
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Aida and Falbo (1991) studied the relationships between resources, power strategies, 
and marital satisfaction. The sample consisted of 42 couples who were predominantly White, 
which is similar to participants of the majority of this literature; samples were found to 
consist mainly of White individuals, with a lack of cultural diversity. The couples' duration 
of marriage ranged from .37 to 34.92 years, with a mean of 6.81 years. Regarding education 
and employment, all wives had at least a high school education, with 16 of the wives having 
college degrees and five having graduate degrees. All of the husbands except one graduated 
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from high school and 27 earned college degrees and eight had graduate degrees. The data 
was collected through the use of self-report questionnaires. The first author went to the 
participants' homes and instructed for the couples to complete the questionnaires separately. 
Marital satisfaction was assessed through the use of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale and the 
Marital Opinion Questionnaire was used to measure participants' affective perception of 
marital satisfaction. Also, marriage types were assessed in order to categorize couples into 
the categories of "Equal partners" and "Traditional Partners." A background questionnaire 
was used to collect demographic data, such as age, race, length of marriage, and education 
level. Power Strategy Scales were used to assess for each spouse's preference regarding 
power strategies as well as the likelihood that they would use these power strategies in five 
hypothetical conflict situations. Results included the finding that participants who were 
categorized as "Equal Partners" were more satisfied than "Traditional Partners." Also, 
"Equal Partners" reported using fewer power strategies in order to influence his or her 
spouse. 
Wife-dominant. Some studies found this type of couple consistently as those with the 
lowest level of marital satisfaction. Researchers have speculated about reasons for this 
finding (Felmlee, 1994; Gray-Little & Burke, 1983; Gray-Little et al., 1996; Rogers, 1999). 
First, female-dominant dyads are not simply breaking stereotypes by engaging in egalitarian 
relationships; they are countering stereotypes. Stereotypes suggest that husband dominance, 
at least to a small degree, is acceptable; however, wife dominance exists at the other end of 
the continuum, and is therefore least acceptable by societal norms. Second, because 
relationships in which females have more power receive less social acceptance, they may 
also be less satisfying to individuals. Female-dominated relationships may be less satisfying 
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due to many factors. For instance, social support is a significant part of both individuals' and 
couples' lives and if a couple's support network does not support them or is in constant 
judgement of them, it can create a lot of stress for both partners. In addition, marital 
satisfaction may be lower for wife-dominant couples because there is both role incongruence 
and role incapacity in this type of couple, which leads the wife to demand and use control 
strategies in an attempt to engage the husband in a more dominant or leadership role (Gray-
Little & Burke, 1983; Gray-Little et al., 1996). Lastly, research documents further that 
women are more likely than males to be the ones initiating the ending of a relationship and if 
the woman is more dominant, this may further increase the likelihood of the relationship's 
termination. (Felmlee, 1994). 
Furthermore, as presented in Rogers (1999), if the wife has a higher income, this may 
mean she also has more power in the relationship. This could create negative effects on 
marital satisfaction because it challenges the primary social role of the man being the 
breadwinner. Rogers found this by studying the relationship between marital quality and 
wives' income. The purpose of this study was to explore and clarify the direction of the 
relationship between the wives' income and marital quality. The author also addressed past 
research limitations by examining reciprocal paths between marital quality and the wives' 
income as well as using longitudinal data. The author used questionnaires to measure 
economic characteristics, perceived marital discord, and demographic characteristics in 771 
men and women, who were not couples. The economic characteristics were measured 
through whether or not the wife was employed, which was also measured for the husband. 
Perceived marital discord was conceptualized and assessed through three items, relationship 
problems, marital instability, and marital conflict. The authors also controlled for two 
variables, unemployment of the husband and birth of a child because these variables were 
found to be influential in marital distress. Results showed overall that wives' increase of 
income did not significantly affect the wives' or husbands' marital distress. Actually, the 
authors found that increases in marital distress significantly influenced an increase in the 
wives' income. 
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Gray-Little ( 1982) also examined couple typologies and marital satisfaction among 
Black couples. The sample consisted of75 married couples from an urban area of North 
Carolina. The participants were from predominantly Black areas of the city and were 
reported as having wide varieties of backgrounds. Self-report and observational data was 
collected in the participants' homes by a Black interviewer. Interviews were collected 
separately for the wife and husband. Gray-Little (1982) assessed for power through the 
variable of decision making, which was measured by a decision-making scale. The decision-
making scale asked participants to report who was primarily responsible for making 
important decisions, such as how money and recreational time was spent. Frequency of 
giving in to the spouse was measured through the responses to two questions, concerning 
how often the individual gave in to his or her spouse during disagreements and if they 
perceived themselves to give in to their spouse more frequently than their spouse gives in to 
them. Talking time was also assessed through a 15-minute portion of a recorded conversation 
in which the couple discussed an assigned problem area Of marriage. The assigned topic of 
conversation was not elaborated on by the author. Interruptions were also measured by the 
frequency of times a person disrupted the primary speaker. Lastly, a game was used to 
measure assertiveness and effective control. This was a physical activity that was designed in 
order to observe the couple in a problem-solving setting. Assertiveness was statements that 
were directive and used to modify the spouse's behavior. Support statements were those of 
praise and encouragement. Each of the areas that were measured was used in order to type 
couples into the egalitarian, husband-dominant, and wife-dominant categories. 
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Marital quality was also assessed through measuring martial satisfaction, positive 
regard, and perceived reciprocity. Marital satisfaction was measured by a ten-item scale that 
included questions such as if they considered their marriage to be happy, how they compared 
their marriage to other marriages, and if they ever wished they were not married. Positive 
regard was measured through a ten-item scale that asked participants to rate their spouse's 
performance in expressive and instrumental roles. Further explanation of these two distinct 
types of roles was not given. Last, perceived reciprocity was measured through four items, 
such as if they perceived that their spouse must always have their own way. 
Gray-Little (1982) found that husband-dominant couples were associated with the 
highest levels of marital quality and egalitarian and wife-dominant couples were associated 
with the lowest levels of marital quality. Although the finding that egalitarian couples were 
associated with lower marital quality is not consistent with the majority of the research, the 
finding that wife-dominant couples were associated with low marital quality coincides with 
research of this area. 
Centers,_Raven, and Rodrigues (1971) also examined marital satisfaction and couple 
typologies. The sample consisted of747 participants, 410 that were wives and 337 that were 
husbands. The sample was taken from the married population of Los Angeles. Of the total 
participants, 86 were actual married couples. Non"'whites were over represented in this 
sample, with African-Americans making up 23% of the sample; however, no other details 
were given regarding racial composition of the sample. The authors assessed for decision 
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areas, personality items, demographics, and marital satisfaction. Face-to-face interviews were 
utilized to conduct the surveys with the participants. Decision areas were measured by asking 
about whom in the marital relationship made the final decisions in fourteen specified areas. 
The participants were asked to respond as the husband makes more decisions than the wife, 
the wife makes more decisions than the husband, the husband and wife make the same 
number of decisions, or the wife makes all the decisions (Centers, Raven, & Rodrigues, 
1971 ). The fourteen areas included items such as what house or apartment they would live in, 
how they spent their money, and where they went on vacation. The personality items were 
measured by a seven-item scale that measured authoritarianism and a three-item scale that 
measure feelings of personal competence. Authoritarianism was measured by asking the 
participants the degree of agreement or disagreement in areas such as: women should not be 
involved in politics, and obedience is the most important thing a child should learn. Personal 
competence was measured through a scale created by the University of Michigan Survey 
Research Center, which included questions such as, if they feel they were able to plan ahead 
for the future, if they would be able to live the kind of life they want, and how satisfied or 
dissatisfied they feel with how their life was turning out. Marital satisfaction was measured 
by a single item, which asked how satisfied they were with their marriage-very satisfied, 
fairly satisfied, or not satisfied. 
The authors categorized participants into wife-dominant, syncratic, autonomic, or 
husband dominant, which were based on summing the weights of the decision questions and 
computing an average. Wife;.dominant couples were those in which the wife had greater 
authority, likewise for the husband-dominant couple. Syncratic couples were those in which 
authority was balanced between the husband and wife, but the shared range of scores was 
greater than the combined ranges of the husband and wife scores. Autonomic couples were 
those in which authority was balanced between husband and wife, but the score of both the 
husband's and wife's authority was greater than the shared score. 
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Overall, Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues ( 1971) found that egalitarian couples were 
associated with the highest level of marital satisfaction and wife-dominant couples were 
associated with the lowest level of marital satisfaction. Both of these findings were consistent 
with the majority of the research. The authors also found that husband-dominant couples 
were in the middle with regards to marital satisfaction-not significantly related to high or 
low marital satisfaction. The following section will expand upon this and other findings 
regarding husband""dominant couples and marital satisfaction. 
Husband-dominant. The husband-dominant couple closely follows the egalitarian 
relationship in terms of marital satisfaction; however, this finding holds only if the husband 
is slightly dominant, rather than when the husband is extremely dominant. The husband-
dominant structure has been most accepted in the past, which influences why it is more 
acceptable for couples today; it may still be accepted as a norm (Felmlee, 1994). "Power and 
dominance are not only the attributes of individual males; the power society grants to males 
affects and is reflected in the conversation, because interaction does not happen in a vacuum" 
(Uchida, 1992, p. 550). Uchida (1992) reviewed two perspectives of sex differences in 
language, which are the "difference/cultural" perspective, which views men as having 
different but equal "rules" of conversation. The perspective of "dominance/power-based" 
emphasizes male dominance as well as how division of labor in discussions is based on sex. 
The author criticized the first approach because it views men and women as different because 
they come from different cultures, which the author views as too simplistic. Furthermore, it is 
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difficult to separate culture and power because conversation takes place in the context of 
society, which usually allows men to have more power. The cultural/difference perspective 
presents men and women as coming from different cultures, therefore their language in 
conversation is different, which is learned from interacting with same sex peers during the 
time of childhood and are then brought to opposite sex conversations in the time of 
adulthood. Problems and misunderstandings may then arise from these differences. From this 
perspective males may not intend to be dominant, but because of their learned interaction 
styles, males' behavior may be seen as dominant. A problem with this perspective is the lack 
of value placed on the overall power structure and dominance. Research from the dominance 
perspective found women's language as different or inferior because it was compared to 
men's language (Bilous & Krauss, 1988; Carli, 1989; Carli, 1990; Uchida, 1992). The 
women's movement has helped to provoke researchers to examine women's subordinate 
position in relation to men. 
One limitation of the dominance perspective is that it confuses power with sex. Power 
includes variables other than sex such as socioeconomic status, sexual orientation, and 
ethnicity, which were left out of previous studies. The author suggested considering gender 
as a social construct. Females and males are classified and socialized based on gender. 
Therefore, people are socially labeled and then treated differently, which means we have to 
look at the context of conversation and behavior. Gender is something people do, not who 
people are biologically, and power exists in relation to other factors such as race and class. 
Similar results were found by Oggins, Veroff, and Leber (1993), for a sample of both 
Black and White couples. The overall greater amount of power that men have in society also 
flows into marriage, represented by women perceived as having more household 
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responsibilities and men perceived as having more power in the process of decision-making. 
This study consisted of 199 Black couples and 174 White couples~ however, no interracial 
couples were included. This study was a longitudinal study that took place over four years 
and included only newlywed couples. Data was stratified by both race and gender. Overall, 
White participants reported higher incomes. Furthermore, Black wives reported higher 
education than White wives and the reverse was true for the husbands. Data was collected 
through in-home interviews during the first five-to-eight months of marriage. The spouses 
were interviewed individually, by trained interviewers who were predominantly female, 
middle-aged, and of the same race as the participants. Data was measured through marital 
quality items from Crohan and Veroff (1989). In this study, marital quality, or marital well'" 
being, consisted of four dimensions: marital happiness, marital competence, marital control, 
and marital equity. For the purpose of this study, only marital happiness was measured 
because this dimension was found to be correlated with the other dimensions of marital well-
being. Perceived marital interaction was also assessed, which included subjective and 
objective aspects. The subjective or affective aspects were communication, affirmation, 
conflict and handling conflict, conflict behaviors, and sexual interaction. Role-based 
interaction, such as household task regulation, power in decision making, and leisure 
experience were objective aspects of interaction. Both subjective and objective aspects were 
assessed through self-report data. "The significant predictors of happiness included most of 
the subjective variables, particularly those that clearly showed positive or negative affect--
Affective Affirmation, unsupportive spouse, Positive and Negative Sexual Interaction, and 
four conflict measures, including Constructive and Destructive Conflict" (Oggins et al., 
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1993, p. 504). The objective aspects, such as traditional housecleaning, were not found to be 
significant predictors of happiness. 
Historically, the traditional norm was the husband-dominant couple, yet as time has 
progressed, the norm has gradually moved away from husband-dominant to egalitarian. 
However, due to the husband-dominant root of couple structure, husband-dominance may 
still exist and be acceptable because it is no longer at the extreme level of dominance that it 
once was. The more acceptable structure of husband dominance is a reflection of the overall 
society. 
Egalitarian. Gray-Little and Burke (1983) reviewed research on power and marital 
satisfaction and discussed that egalitarianism has been studied as having two distinct 
meanings. One meaning is a pattern that includes joint decision making by the husband and 
wife, which was labeled syncratic. The second meaning was labeled autonomic, in which 
each partner exercises control over separate areas. When comparing marital satisfaction to 
these two different definitions, syncratic couples have been found to be the most satisfied and 
autonomic couples tend to be closer to husband-dominant and wife-dominant couples in 
terms of level of satisfaction. "The failure to distinguish between syncratic and autonomic 
patterns may account for the fact that egalitarian couples have often been found to have the 
same or slightly lower satisfaction levels than husband-dominant couples" (Gray-Little & 
Burke, 1983, p. 534 ). The syncratic couple has consistently been found to have the highest 
marital satisfaction. Both spouses may feel that they have control over issues specific to the 
couple, household, childcare, and other aspects. 
Furthermore, Rogers (1999) found that being equal in the form of finances was 
related to more equal participation in childcare, as well as more common interests and more 
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overall interest in one another. The sharing of various tasks such as financial responsibilities 
and roles influences the overall marital quality (Rogers, 1999). 
Egalitarian marriages may also include the idea of agenda setting, in which a 
spouse is able to raise topics to his or her spouse about which they are dissatisfied This gives 
them the ability to ask for desired change (Wilkie, Ferree, & Ratcliff, 1998). Wilkie et al. 
(I 998) explored the issues of marital satisfaction and the division or labor, expanding the 
research in these areas through assessing both paid and unpaid work as well as studying 
factors through which division of labor affects both the husbands' and wives' overall marital 
satisfaction. The authors presented that the division of labor is often seen as a sign of power 
because those with more power would desire to avoid doing household labor. The sample 
consisted of382 couples out of an original 550 couples. Only participants in which both the 
husband and wife were interviewed were accepted to participate, decreasing the sample size 
to 382. The sample was predominantly White and this sample also over represented those 
who were well educated. Forty-one percent of women and 48% of men had bachelor's 
degrees and the median income was $52,875. The author studied the variables of division of 
labor, role preferences, empowerment, perceived equity of division of labor, empathy, and 
marital satisfaction through the use of self-report questionnaires. Division of labor assessed 
both the husba_nds' and wives' approximations regarding their spouse's and their own 
assistance in household labor. Division of labor was operationalized by assessing the 
percentage of labor performed by the wife, the percentage of the wife's hours of both 
household labor as well as outside paid work, and the percentage of the income earned by the 
husband in relation to the whole family's income. The variable of role preferences was 
assessed through items of"(a) support of the family is a husband's job; (b) willingness to do 
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household chores is an important quality of a good husbands; ( c) some work is women's 
work, and some is men's; and (d) men and women should have an equal chance for any jobs" 
(Wilkie et al., 1998, p. 582). The area of empowerment measured whether the husband or the 
wife set the agenda for the household, including division of labor. Perceived equity of 
division of labor measured both the husbands' and the wives' perceptions of fairness and 
equity in the distribution of paid and unpaid work. The variable of empathy was measured 
through one question which asked how well the participant felt understood by his or her 
spouse. Marital satisfaction was assessed through two questions which asked overall, how 
satisfied the participant was with the marriage as well as overall, how the participant would 
describe his or her marriage. The authors also controlled for the duration of the marriage as 
well as the presence of children under the age of six, which have shown in past research to 
have an impact on marital satisfaction. 
Results of this study indicated that for wives and husbands, perceived empowerment, 
equity, and empathy was associated with higher marital satisfaction. Also, agenda setting for 
both wives and husbands was positively associated with marital satisfaction. With regards to 
actual division of labor, the husband's preference for how household labor was allocated and 
overall preferences regarding domestic and paid work were more influential in the actual 
division of labor. This study expanded past research by including both the husband's and 
wives' perceptions and not placing the emphasis on women's paid work and the effects of 
this on marital satisfaction: 
We conclude that men and women view marital satisfaction through a gendered lens. 
They attach different meanings to family labor and achieve marital satisfaction in 
different ways. Housework is not a "bad" that makes those who do more work of it 
necessarily unhappy, nor does performing housework automatically indicate less 
power. Conversely, paid work is not a "good" that automatically empowers and 
satisfies each spouse. Feeling that one is doing more than one's fair share - of either 
paid work of domestic labor - is, indeed, dissatisfying, but gendered norms and 
practices contribute to the definition of fair. (Wilkie et al., 1998, p. 593) 
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Felmlee ( 1994) presented three measures of egalitarianism and power imbalances in 
relationships, which included the measure of fairness in a relationship--the overall outcomes 
of power balances and imbalances in a relationship. In this study, Felmlee used the common 
definition of power as the "ability to influence one's partner" (p. 277). The purpose of this 
study was to examine who has more power in romantic relationships as well as the 
association with relationship longevity. The sample consisted of 598 students, 185 which 
were men and 413 which were women, who were not couples. The sample was mainly 
women and predominantly White, the average age was 21, and the average length of 
relationship was 1. 78 years. The author measured the variables of power, decision making, 
emotional involvement, equity, and relationship longevity through self-report questionnaires; 
observational data was not used. Power was assessed by only one question, which was "In 
your relationships, who has more power?" (p. 281). Decision making and emotional 
involvement were also assessed by only one question each. The decision making question 
was "In your relationship, who makes more of the decisions about what the two of you do 
together?" and the emotional involvement question was "Who would you say is more 
emotionally involved in the relationship?" (p. 281 ). Limitations may exist due to only 
assessing a variable based on one question. Equity was measure by the Hatfield global 
measure of equity. 
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Overall, the author found that men tended to be perceived as having more power in 
romantic relationships, made more decisions, and were less emotionally involved. However, 
both males and females perceived their relationships as fair, or equitable, despite that they 
reported that males had more power, more influence in decision making, and were less 
emotionally involved. With regards to relationship longevity, couples in which the man was 
perceived as having more power were associated with longer relationship duration. 
Egalitarian couples have been described differently based on the purpose of the study 
and what variable of power the researchers have chosen to study. These different aspects of 
power include power over decision-making, task performance, as well as a partner's 
perceived power and control. An egalitarian couple may be categorized by self-. reports of the 
couple. However, this self-report may not be in agreement with observers' reports. 
Gender and Relational Control 
As presented previously, gender has taken a significant place in research concerning 
areas of language, division of labor, and perceived power in relationships. Hannah and 
Murachver ( 1999) explored gender and conversational style and how these influence overall 
conversational behavior. Past research has found language differences between men and 
women (Carli, 1989, 1990). Also, composition of dyads seemed to be influential because 
both men and women have been found to change their behavior based on same-sex or mixed-
sex dyads (Bilous & Krauss, 1988; Carli, 1990). Hannah and Murachver (1999) explored 
how power was influential in conversational style, specifically in regards to gender and 
power-'-'how men are viewed as more powerful and women as less powerful and how these 
differences in power and status influence conversational styles. The sample consisted of 32 
female and 32 male psychology students in New Zealand. There were also four female and 
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four male confederates. Confederates were trained in facilitative and non-facilitative speech 
styles. Facilitation was defined and measured by the frequency of minimal responses, such as 
"uh-huh," interruption rate, and frequency oflooking away while listening. Participants were 
randomly assigned to either the facilitative or non-facilitative styles. The participant and 
confederate then discussed two topics, which were considered gender neutral. The topics 
were to discuss their experiences at Dunedin (University) and planning a holiday for overseas 
students. Only observational data was used for this study. The conversations were videotaped 
and audiotaped and were then transcribed and coded. The transcripts were coded for the 
amount of time each person spoke, not including minimal responses, number of successful 
interruptions, frequency of minimal responses, and the number of times the person looked 
away from the speaker. The authors found that: 
Participants who conversed with a non-facilitative partner spoke less, interrupted 
more, and looked away more than participants who conversed with a facilitative 
partner. More important, it was confederate speech style, and not confederate gender, 
that was most likely to predict participant behavior in the conversations. (p. 165) 
Also, as the confederates' speaking time increased, females spoke less and looked away 
more, and males interrupted more. Gender differences were found in this study; however, 
speech style was found to be a more significant in relation to conversational style. Therefore, 
regarding couples and dominance, couples may establish a pattern of conversational style 
based on one another's behaviors in the discussion process. 
Another study that included interruptions was Werner-Wilson, Price, Zimmerman, 
and Murphy (1997). The authors examined frequency of interruptions in therapy, specifically 
if women clients were interrupted more than men clients. The sample consisted of doctoral 
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student therapists and clients from a marriage and family therapy clinic. The therapists 
consisted of five women and seven men and the clients consisted of 41 couples or families. 
The authors examined only the initial therapy session in order to control for the duration of 
therapy; they studied three five-minute segments from the early, middle, and later stages 
during the therapy session. The videotapes were then transcribed and coded for interruptions 
and who was interrupting and who was being interrupted. The data was controlled for the 
total amount of time a person talked considering this may influence the frequency of being 
interrupted. Variables were created by first taking the ratio of number of interruptions by the 
therapist to the number of speaking turns of the client. The other variable consisted of the 
number of interruptions made by the therapist to the number of words spoken by the client 
(Werner-Wilson, Price, Zimmerman, & Murphy, 1997). Overall, the authors found that the 
therapists interrupted the women clients three times more than they interrupted the men 
clients; however, gender of the therapist was not found to be significant in the number of 
interruptions of either the men or women clients. 
Gender and conversational behavior. Mulac (1989) examined the relationship 
between gender, power, and communication style. The author explored four research 
questions. First, does the amount of time talking, length of utterance, and rate differ between 
men and women based on the gender composition of the group? Talk was defined as seconds 
spent talking; mean length utterance was seconds talking plus the number of utterances; and 
rate was defined as the number of words per seconds talking times six1y (Mulac, 1989). 
Second, do gender differences in communication behavior correspond to power differences 
based on gender? Third, when gender is controlled, how does communication behavior 
influence and individual's perceived power? Partner ratings were used to identify a person's 
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animation when speaking, such as if they are active or passive, loud or soft. Finally, what is 
the degree that an individual's communication behavior can be predicted based on gender, 
androgyny, empathy, and social desirability? Androgyny, empathy, and social desirability 
were labeled as personality variables. Specifics regarding how these were conceptualized 
were not explained. The sample consisted of 108 university students ranging in ages of 18 to 
24. The study took place in a laboratory setting that resembled a living room/dining room, 
with unobtrusive recording devices. Students were paired with students they did not know, 
on both same-sex and mixed-sex pairs. The pairs were given two problems to discuss, which 
were considered gender neutral topics. The topics included the best way to spend a vacation, 
and qualities of a good boss. F ollo\\ing the discussion, the pairs were separated and 
individually completed three personality assessments of themselves as well as a measure of 
attribution for each one of their partners. The videotapes were then coded for how many 
times each participant spoke. Also, the videotapes were transcribed and then analyzed for the 
number of words that each participant spoke in a one-minute interval. 
The author found that for the variable talk, men talked more than women in mixed-
sex pairs. However, in same-sex pairs, men and women talked in similar amounts. In both 
same-sex and mixed-sex pairs, men spoke in longer utterances. In regard to rate of talk, no 
gender diff erenc.es were found, which was consistent with past research. The findings also 
supported general ideas regarding power and gender. In the mixed-sex pairs, men spoke on 
average 19% more than women. However, in same-sex pairs, no differences were found. 
Therefore, this corresponds with women as those who have less power in society, and those 
with less power also speaking less in mixed-sex pairs. 
43 
Expanding on Mulac (1989), West (1992) discussed research concerning sex 
differences in how people behave in conversation. One method used to research conversation 
was observation, which focused on how conversations take place, such as how a topic is 
introduced. However, the data was usually coded for what the conversations were about, 
rather than including the process of the discussion. Furthermore, this method and analysis 
often does not take into consideration the context of the conversation. In response to these 
methods and weaknesses, the author chose to explore the structure of the conversation, rather 
than the content of the conversation. The structure of the conversation included producing 
topics and turn taking in conversations, as well as how people change and end topics. The 
author presented one of her past studies, in which the participants were randomly paired into 
mixed-sex dyads and engaged in a laboratory discussion. The participants were instructed to 
talk and get to know one another and then discuss a problem-solving issue of bicycle safety 
on campus. The data was tape recorded, transcribed, and then coded for topic changes and 
turns between the participants. The authors were interested in how the participants took turns 
and changed the topics of discussion. Overall, the authors found that the distribution of topic 
changes was not equal, with men generating more topic changes. However, topic changes 
occurred most frequently after a mutually agreed upon termination of the previous topic. 
Domineering and dominance and their association to gender differences in 
conversation were investigated by Bilous and Krauss (1988). The purpose of this article was 
to explore the gender differences in accommodation in same-gender and mixed-gender 
dyads. "Accommodation refers to changes in a subject's conversational behaviors as a 
function of his or her partner's gender" (p. 186). This idea was based on Speech 
Accommodation Theory, and the variables of convergence and divergence. Convergence 
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referred to a person's behaviors matching another individual's behavior and divergence 
referred to a person's behavior becoming different from that of another individual. Speech 
Accommodation Theory also incorporated power in that dyads with different levels of power 
would lead to unequal accommodation, with those of lower power displaying more 
convergent behavior in the process of seeking approval. The sample consisted of 60 
Columbia University undergraduate students, 30 male and 30 female. The participants were 
divided into groups of four, two males and two females. The groups then participated in two 
discussions, one mixed-gender discussion and one same-gender discussion. Prior to the 
discussions, the participants were individually given a description of a problem with several 
solutions. The participants then joined with their partners and discussed the problem, possible 
solutions, and came to a joint solution. The four possible problems for discussion were 
identified as gender neutral; however, were not presented in the article. The discussions were 
audiotaped, transcribed and then analyzed for the dependent variables. The dependent 
variables were the total number of words spoken, number of attempted interruptions, 
frequency of both short and long pauses, number of back-channel responses, and frequency 
of laughter. Short pauses were those less than one second in duration and long pauses were 
those longer than one second. Back channels included responses such as "uh-huh." These 
variables were chosen because of past gender differences found in each of the variables. 
Overall, the authors found that in same-gender dyads, females interrupted more. In 
mixed-gender dyads, interruption rate differences between genders did not exist, but females 
exhibited more convergence. Also, differences in interruptions and speech productivity in 
mixed-gender dyads were not found. In regards to convergence, both males and females 
converged on utterance length and short and long pauses. Only females converged on total 
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words spoken and only males converged on back channels and laughter. Concerning 
divergence, males were not found to diverge; however, females diverged on frequency of 
back channels and laughter. No distinction was made regarding these findings and the 
influence of gender composition. The author also mentioned the importance of viewing 
accomodation as a multi-dimensional concept. For example, as stated previously, 
interruptions can have different meanings within a conversation. An interruption may be seen 
negarively as a control attempt, or it may be viewed positively, as active participation in a 
discussion. 
Gender composition and influence. Furthermore, Carli (1989, 1990) presented 
findings that gender and especially power differences may influence sex~stereotyped 
language behavior in interactions. The purpose of this study was to explore how same-sex 
and opposite-sex interaction styles differed and how these differences lead to gender 
differences in influence. Also, the authors examined how interaction styles and influence 
changed when participants attempted to persuade another participant. Past research found 
that gender differences do exist regarding interaction styles (Bilous & Krauss, 1988; Mulac, 
1989). The author had five hypotheses, the first concerned gender and interaction styles. The 
author hypothesized that when participants were interacting with women they would display 
more feminine behaviors and would display more masculine behaviors when interacting with 
men. Feminine behaviors included what was labeled social behaviors and agreement, 
masculine behaviors included task behaviors and disagreements. The author also 
hypothesized that when participants attempted to persuade another participant, more sex"' 
stereotyped behavior would be displayed. The third hypothesis was that participants would 
be more influenced when the persuader used task behaviors, agreements, and positive social 
behaviors, but not disagreements. The author hypothesized that women would be more 
influenced than men in same-sex groups and that gender differences would be smaller in 
mixed-sex groups. Finally, the author hypothesized that gender differences in influencial 
behavior would decrease when overall variablility of the participants' behavior was 
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controlled for. The author began with a pretest that was given to 226 undergraduates. The 
undergraduates completed self-report questionnaires regarding their agreement or 
disagreement, level of interest, and knowledge regarding 27 current issues. The purpose of 
the pretest questionnaires wa.S to determine topics about which a variety of opinions existed. 
From the original 226 pretest participants, 64 women and 64 men made up the final sample, 
which were selected randomly. Those who answered neutrally on the pretest were excluded. 
The participants were divided into three groups; 32 female dyads, 32 male dyads, and 64 
mixed-sex dyads. Dyads were created by placing two participants together who disagreed on 
both topics of discussion. The two topics were drinking age and daycare. The participants 
were given the first topic to discuss and were then separated and instructed to write down 
three ideas that were significant influences on their opinion regarding the topic. The 
participants were then placed in their dyads and instructed to discuss their written list of ideas 
and asked to spend ten minutes developing a list of the most significant ideas to forming an 
opinion about this particular topic. Following the discussion, participants were separated and 
indicated their level of opinion about the topic a.S well as how absorbed they were to 
influence their partner. The second discussion involved the same procedure, except that one 
member of each pair was instructed to try to persuade his/her partner. The discussions were 
videotaped and then coded by observers. The observers coded for the number of task 
contributions, such as suggestions, agreements, disagreements, questions, negative social 
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behavior, such as anger, and positive social behavior, such as solidarity. The self-report data 
was used to first determine attitude change of the participants. Attitude change was analyzed 
by comparing the participants' level of opinion regarding the topics completed in the pretest 
and after each discussion. Also, the list of ideas generated by both participants was compared 
with the individual lists. Those individuals who had more individual ideas included in the 
dyad's list were considered more influential. 
Overall, the author found more gender differences in interaction styles in same-sex 
dyads. Also, both men and women were found to demonstrate less sex-stereotyped behavior 
in mixed-sex groups. Furthermore, no gender differences were found in influence techniques, 
both used more masculine behaviors. Moreover, gender differences that were found in regard 
to influential ability were associated with how the participants were treated by their partner. 
Also, those who were able to influence their partners were coded as high on agreements and 
low on disagreements~ however, task contributions were not significant. Finally, women did 
not demonstrate only feminine behavior when attempting to influence, but both men and 
women used what was labeled as masculine behavior. 
Carli (1990) explored the effects of gender composition of groups on language as 
well as the effects oflanguage on gender differences in regards to influencing another 
person. The author had three hypotheses. First, women would demonstrate more tag 
questions, diselaimers, and hedges, especially in mixed-sex groups. Second, men would 
demonstrate more interruptions, especially in mixed-sex groups. Last, women would 
demonstrate more verbal reinforcers and intensifiers, especially in same-sex groups. The 
author defined the above terms in the following manner: 
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Tag questions refer to declarative statements that are followed by a question 
concerning the statement. Intensifiers are adverbs, such as the word so in the sentence 
that are used to provide emphasis but are considered by some researchers to be less 
powerful than more absolute superlatives. Hedges are adverbs or adverb phrases, such 
as sort of perhaps, and maybe, that weaken the strength of a statement." (Carli, 1990, 
p.942) 
Disclaimers included statements such as "I may be wrong, but" and verbal reinforcers 
included "yeah" and "mm-hmmm" while another person wa.S talking. To begin this study, a 
pretest was given to 229 undergraduates, which included 27 topics that the participants were 
asked to rate their agreement or disagreement, interest, and knowledge. The authors then 
used the questionnaires to determine which topics were considered sex-neutral. The two 
topics chosen for this study were that the drinking age should be lowered to 18 and that 
daycare should be provided for working parents by the government. The final sample 
consisted of 59 men and 59 women, and those who were excluded were those who answered 
neutrally on the pretest questionnaires. Fifty-eight of the participants were combined to form 
mixed dyads, 30 were female dyads and 30 were male dyads. Dyads consisted of partners 
with differing opinions regarding the topics. The participants were instructed to discuss one 
of the topics for ten minutes and following the discussion, the participants were separated 
and rated their opinion of the topic they just completed discussing. Observers coded the 
videotaped discussions and coded for the frequency of disclaimers, hedges, tag questions, 
interruptions, successful interruptions, intensifiers, and verbal reinforcers, for each 
participant. 
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The author found that in mixed groups women used more tentative language, such as 
hedges, which were also found to be more influential. However, men were not found to 
interrupt more, or have more successful interruptions. Last, the third hypothesis was 
supported, that women demonstrated more intensifiers and verbal reinforcers in same sex 
groups~ however, no gender differences existed in mixed groups. 
Carli ( 2001) reviewed research involving gender and the ability to influence. Gender 
stereotypes describe men as more knowledgeable and competent and women as warmer and 
more collaborative. Therefore, men are also seen as more influential and people may be more 
open to being influenced by men. The reviewed research indicated that men exert more 
influence in mixed:osex groups (Carli, 2001). The author presented the context, behavior of 
influence, gender composition of the group, competence, dominance, communality, and 
gender-typing of task as variables of influence. Researchers found that in regard to gender 
composition, males resist female influence more than women (Carli, 2001). Also, for a 
person to be influential, they must be viewed as competent, although this was found to be 
different for men and women. What was considered competent was generally more 
associated to male-stereotyped behavior. Research found that those in higher status positions, 
usually men, were more tolerated and more influential than lower status people, usually 
women. Women. were also stereotyped as being warmer than men~ however, if these rules 
were adhered to, they were rejected and were not as influential. Influential ability was also 
shaped by the type of task. Women were more influential in feminine-stereotyped tasks and 
men were more influential in masculine;.;.stereotyped and gender neutral tasks. 
Overall, researchers have concluded that the ability to influence is shaped by gender 
composition of groups, communication style, and the gender type of the task. This author 
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presented the importance of tasks as gender-typed, which is similar to the influence of topic 
in a conversation. What the conversation is about may influence the behavior and motivation 
for each individual in the conversation. 
Topic 
The relationship between who chooses the topic in a discussion and dominance has 
not been widely studied. However, a large portion of the research concerning topic has 
explored the connection between who generates the topic and the demand/withdraw pattern 
(Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Heavey, Layne, & Christensen, 1993; Klinetob & Smith, 
1996; Vogel & Karney, 2002). Although most research supports the idea that the 
demand/withdrawal patterns do not change based on topic, inconsistent results exist. Two 
perspectives have been presented to explain the demand/withdraw pattern, the individual 
differences and social structural theories (Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Heavey et al., 1993; 
Klinetob & Smith, 1996). The individual differences perspective suggests that the 
demand/withdraw pattern would not change based on whose topic is the focus of discussion. 
Individual differences include static characteristics whether influenced by biology or society. 
The social structure perspective proposes that the demand/withdraw pattern is influenced by 
different and unequal level of power in relationships. "The spouse with the most to gain by 
maintaining the status quo is likely to withdraw, and the discontented spouse demands 
change. Insofar as the status quo in marriage generally tends to favor men, men will appear 
most frequently as withdrawers" (Klinetob & Smith, 1996, p. 954). Furthermore, various 
studies have presented the finding that research has found a relationship between the 
demand/withdraw pattern and marital satisfaction, generally finding that this pattern is 
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negatively associated with marital satisfaction (Heavey et al., 1993; Kurdek, 1995; Vogel & 
Karney, 2002). 
Marital satisfaction and the demand/withdraw pattern. Kurdek ( 1995) examined the 
relationship between conflict resolution styles and the change in marital satisfaction over two 
years. The author expanded on past research by using what is referred to as a "pure" measure 
of marital satisfaction, which does not measure other variables, such as conflict. Also, the 
author used longitudinal data in order to assess change in marital satisfaction over time. The 
sample consisted of 155 couples from a previous on-going study of 239 newlywed couples. 
Couples were predominantly White and employed. Ninety-four percent of husbands and 82% 
of wives were employed, and 39% of husbands and 44% of wives had college degrees. Each 
couple was assessed through self-report surveys that were mailed to them, with directions to 
complete the surveys separately; no direct observations were made. The measures of this 
study included demographic variables, marital satisfaction, and conflict resolution styles. 
Marital satisfaction was measured by the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale. Conflict 
resolution styles were measured by the Conflict Resolution Styles Inventory (CRSI). Four 
main items were assessed through the CRSI, which included positive problem solving, 
conflict engagement, withdrawal, and compliance. The results were stratified by gender, and 
overall, both spouses' conflict resolution styles were found to influence perceived marital 
satisfaction. Low marital satisfaction was associated with the interaction of wife using 
conflict engagement and the husband using withdrawal. Furthermore, with regards to marital 
satisfaction, wives' marital satisfaction was less frequently affected by how their husbands 
resolved conflict and husbands' marital satisfaction was affected more by how their wives' 
resolved conflict. With regard to husbands, a negative change in the husband's marital 
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satisfaction was related to an increase in their withdrawal and an increase in their wives' use 
of conflict engagement. Wives' marital satisfaction was negatively associated with an 
increase in their conflict engagement and their husbands' increased use of withdrawal. 
Topic and the demand/withdraw pattern. Klinetob and Smith ( 1996) explored the 
demand-withdraw pattern among 50 married couples through the use of self-report 
questionnaires and observational coding. Each couple was instructed to complete 
questionnaires independently and generate a list of problem topics to discuss. The couples 
then discussed one of each partner's topics for ten minutes each and then completed a 
questionnaire between discussions. To measure relationship quality, the author used the 
dyadic adjustment scale and used the Communication Patterns Questionnaire " short form 
(CPQ--SF) in order to measure each spouse's perception of communication within the 
marriage. An observational component was also used, which incorporated parts of the 
Marital Interaction Coding System-III (MICS-II). This scale assessed the degree of both 
demand or press for change as well as withdrawal. This particular study expanded on the 
current research in that the topic selection was not limited to only certain categories, such as 
parenting. Participants were allowed to pick any topic which they viewed as important to 
desired change. The hypotheses of this research were, first, that husbands will demand and 
wives withdraw during husband's topic, and second the wives will demand and husbands 
withdraw during the wives' chosen topic. The couple spent 10 minutes discussing each topic. 
The couple was asked to discuss a topic in which the wife requested change and a topic in 
which the husband requested change. Overall, the results showed that "wives demanded and 
husbands withdrew during discussions of her issue, whereas husbands demanded and wives 
withdrew during discussions of his issue" (p. 945). 
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Partly because of the social structure and the primary responsibility women possess 
for household and care taking obligations, women have more topics that they want to discuss 
and are more apt to engage in discussions because of a desire for change. "As a result, men 
are motivated to maintain the status quo, and women are motivated to change it. Because of 
their different motivations, women demand in order to bring about change, whereas men 
withdraw in order to avoid change;' (Klinetob & Smith, 1996, p.946). Because the couples 
were not restricted in the number of topics available to them, both husbands and wives chose 
topics in which they wanted change to occur. Past studies often focused on a limited number 
of topics, often surrounding issues such as childcare, which is an issue that the wife usually 
desires change to occur. 
Another significant study was conducted by Heavey et al. (1993), an extension of 
Christensen and Heavey (1990), which examined problem solving and distressed and non-
distressed couples. The original study of Christensen and Heavey (1990) explored the effects 
of gender and social structure on the demand withdraw pattern of marital conflict. The 
sample included 31 families with a son aged seven to 12. The families were predominantly 
white and middle class. The participants were involved in two problem situations, one in 
which the husband wanted change, and one where the wife wanted change. The measures 
used in this study included a child rearing questionnaire with five areas in which parents 
could identify the areas in which they would like change in their spouse's behavior. The 
Communication Patterns Questionnaire - short form (CPQ-SF) was used to measure partner 
perceptions about communication regarding relationship problems. Furthermore, the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale was used to measure satisfaction in the relationship. The interactions were 
videotaped and coded along eight dimensions which included: avoidance, discussion, feeling 
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expression, blame, negotiation, pressure for change, defends, withdraws. Overall, the authors 
found that during the discussion of the husband's generated topic, husbands and wives were 
similar in their demand and withdraw behavior. However, during discussions of the wife's 
generated topic, the wife was more likely to demand and the husband was more likely to 
withdraw. 
The extension study by Heavey et al. (199.3) included 29 married couples who were 
originally recruited as part of a larger study of preschool age children. The couples 
participated in two videotaped discussions, one of which focused on the husband's desired 
change and the other focused on the wife's desired change. The measures included self-report 
questionnaires of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale to assess marital satisfaction and the CPQ=-SF, 
replicating the original study. Furthermore, the Problem Areas Questionnaire (PAQ) was 
used in order for spouses to identify problem topics in their relationship. These problem 
topics were used as topics for discussion. Topics were selected for discussion that had both 
high ratings of desire for change, and comparable ratings of desire for change. The authors 
used the Conflict Rating System (CRS) to categorize the behaviors of couples during 
problem solving discussions. 
The findings were the same in both Christensen and Heavey (1990) and Heavey et al. 
( 1993 ). "During discussions of husbands' issues, wives and husbands did not differ in 
demand/withdraw behavior, whereas when discussing wives' issues, wives were more 
demanding and husbands were more withdrawing" (Heavey et al., 1993, p. 16). 
Past studies (e.g., Sagrestano, Christensen, & Heavey, 1998) have found that the 
pattern of wives demanding more and husbands withdrawing more only surfaces during 
conversations of the topics selected by wives. Sagrestano et al. (1998) explored how social 
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influence is affected by social roles in marital conflict. The sample consisted of 31 families 
who were predominantly White and middle class. Two discussions took place, one in which 
the husband desired change to occur and the other in which the wife desired change to occur. 
The topics for discussion were selected so that the degree of desired change was equivalent 
for both the husband's and wife's topic. The topics were selected through the use of the 
Desired Changes Questionnaire. Furthermore, the Child Rearing Changes Questionnaire was 
used to identify desired change in spouses' parenting behavior. Lastly, the Close Relationship 
Influence Techniques (CRITCS) was used to decide the roles of each spouse based on who 
wanted change to occur. Observational data was also collected, through coding the 
interactions for the use of influence techniques. 
The authors found that who was seeking change in the relationship was associated 
with the use of influence strategies~ however, sex was not found to be related to the use of 
influence strategies. These results suggested that men and women may not differ in their 
influence strategies, rather, men and women behave similarly when in comparable roles. 
Gottman and Levenson ( 1986) conducted a similar study. Past studies that included 
observational research focused on the question of what was different between satisfied and 
disstressed marriages. Limitations of past research on marital interaction included the types 
of tasks that we.re used. The tasks that were used did not generate comparatively similar 
behavior in both satisfied and disstressed couples. The example given by the authors was the 
use of a task used to explore how couples resolved conflict. However, the tasks that were 
used often did not produce conflict in satisfied couples. Therefore, to resolve this limitation, 
researchers such as Gottman have used multiple genres of topics such as generic topics that 
included issues regarding finances, marital specific topics, and the task that instructs couples 
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to discuss their day. Another limitation was observational data, particularly describing 
emotion. The authors believed there were two approaches to coding emotions, which they 
labeled as physical features and cultural informants. The physical features approach focused 
on universal nonverbal cues related to emotion, such as facial expressions and voice pitch. 
The cultural informant approach focused on the emotion judgements made by people within 
the specific culture. The authors also identified consistent patterns in marriage; first, that 
dissatisfied couples are associated with a higher level of negative affect; second, dissatisfied 
couples are associated with a higher degree of reciprocal negative affect; and third, 
dissatisfied couples' interactions were more stable, and one spouse's behavior was more 
predictable based on the other's behavior. 
The authors also presented marital interaction in relation to studying affect and 
physiology. In a previous study, the authors found that a relationship between physiology and 
marital satisfaction existed for high-conflict problem solving discussions. With regard to 
affect, the authors found that higher negative affect and reciprocal negative affect was 
associated with marital dissatisfaction. Furthermore, the authors studied affect, video recall, 
and physiology. The authors found that men encounter more physiological arousal while in 
discussions of conflict; therefore, men may withdraw or avoid the conflict in order to lower 
the level of arousal. However, because women tend to experience less arousal, they are 
therefore less likely to try to avoid the conflict. Another theory involves the socialization of 
women to be more relationship-oriented and to seek closeness, especially with partners; 
however, men are socialized to be more independent and not as relationship"'"oriented 
(Gottman & Levenson, 1986). Therefore, women may be socialized to attempt to engage 
their partner in order to achieve more closeness. Overall, observational methods to study 
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marital interaction have had significant improvements in the study of satisfied and 
dissatisfied marriages, which is why the author of the current study will utilize observational 
data along with self-report data. 
Furthermore, Vogel and Karney (2002) examined ideas from the social structure 
hypothesis, which suggests that "wives are more likely to demand because marital 
relationships tend to favor husbands, who are accordingly more committed to maintaining the 
status quo" (p. 685). This perspective expands on ideas that in the demand/withdraw pattern, 
women may be more likely to demand because they ate in the subordinate position, with less 
power and resources. This structure is a reflection of society's structure of power, gender, 
and resources. Therefore, wives may be more consistent across discussions of both husband 
and wife generated topics because the men are withdrawing in order to maintain their higher 
position and women are attempting to engage their husbands in change of the status quo. The 
sample of this study consisted of 82 newlywed couples who met the following criteria: this 
was their first marriage, they were married for less than three months, they had no children, 
both spouses were between the ages of 18 and 35, they spoke English, and had at least a tenth 
grade education. The respondents completed questionnaires before the laboratory session. 
During the session each spouse was interviewed separately, during which they each chose a 
topic that was an area of concern in their marriage. The couple then jointly discussed each of 
their topics for ten minutes each. The measures used for this study included an assessment of 
marital satisfaction, the semantic differential and the marital adjustment test. Following the 
completion of data collection, the videotaped discussions were coded for demand and 
withdraw behaviors using a global rating system. 
The authors found that the pattern of wives demanding and husbands withdrawing 
was more likely to occur than husbands demanding and wives withdrawing during the 
discussions of the husband's problem. However, during the discussions of the wife's 
problem, neither pattern of demand/withdraw was more likely to occur. Also, the 
demand/withdraw behavior was associated with the spouses' perceptions of the topic as 
important. lf the topic was perceived as important to the spouse, he or she would demand 
more. 
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Topic and power differences. Although the majority of the research regarding topic 
includes the demand/withdraw pattern, Simkins-Bullock and Wildman ( 1991) also included 
the influence of topic in discussions. Their research also supported the idea that the different 
use of language in interactions is influenced by women having lower status and therefore 
having more desire for change to occur, with the emphasis on differences of power and 
status, rather than gender differences. The authors of this article examined the relationship 
between language and gender, expanding the literature through identification of gender 
differences in language and how linguistic characteristics may be interconnected. 
Furthermore, this study utilized both same-sex and opposite-sex nonromantic couples. 
Participants consisted of 39 male and 39 female undergraduate students. The participants 
were distributed into 13 male-female dyads, 13 female-female dyads, and 13 male-male 
dyads. The participants were instructed to discuss ideas for a new orientation handbook and 
to come up with ten mutually agreed upon ideas. These discussions were tape recorded and 
then rated by five trained observers. Two of the observers rated five variables and the 
remaining five were rated by two other observers. The fifth observer measured the amount of 
time each dyad spent completing the assignment and the total number of minutes each 
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participant talked. The observers rated nine variables, which included what was considered 
"powerful" or "less powerful" linguistic characteristics. The "powerful" characteristics were: 
topics written, the number of topics each partner suggested that was included in the final list 
of ten; written statements, the number of times an idea in a statement form was included in 
the final list; interpretations, the number of times each participant interrupted; and time, the 
amount of time to complete the task as well as the amount of time each participant talked. 
The "less powerful'' characteristics were topics suggested, the number of ideas each partner 
gave that was selected for the final list; suggestion statements, the number of topics in the 
statement form raised by each participant; suggestion questions, number of ideas phrased as a 
question; written questions, the number of times a topic raised as a question was included in 
the final list; and the total amount of both positive and supportive comments made by each 
participant. What was considered positive and supportive was not specified by the authors. 
The authors found no significant linguistic characteristics based on sex; however, language 
may be more related to power. The only slight sex differences that were found were that 
women raised more suggestion questions and men talked more than women--both of these 
findings support past research. This study shows that for future research, other aspects 
beyond gender, such as power, are needed to explore how language is influenced. Simkins-
Bullock and Wildman ( 1991) used topics in this study in order to assess for power and the 
demand/withdraw pattern in nonromantic couples. 
Topics of disagreement and marital satisfaction. Oggins (2003) also explored topics, 
specifically, what topics couples report as areas of disagreement as an outcome measure. 
Most research on the area of disagreements in marital dyads focuses on how disagreement 
affects such things as marital dissolution and satisfaction. The research that has examined 
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topics of marital disagreement found that financial issues were a common area for couples; 
however, no studies have been done that included exploring sex and race differences 
regarding common marital disagreement topics, which this study does include. The sample 
originally consisted of 199 African-American and 174 Euro-American couples randomly 
sampled from couples filing for marriage licenses in Michigan. Sixty-six percent of the 
original sample agreed to participate. A female interviewer who was the same race as the 
participants orally conducted a two-hour survey with each spouse separately five to eight 
months into the marriage. The eouple was then interviewed two years later. The last 
interview that took place during the third year of marriage included the final sample of 131 
Euro;.American couples and 113 African;.American couples. Of the original sample, 17% of 
the African American couples and 8% of the Euro American couples had separated or 
divorced and 22% of the African American couples and 10% of the Euro American couples 
either refused to participate or could not be located. In regards to demographics, household 
income was higher for the Euro American couples; however, education level was not 
significantly different by either race or sex. Sixty-three percent of the African American 
couples and 36% of the Euro American couples cohabited before marriage and 51 % of 
African American couples and 22% of Euro American couples had children from a previous 
relationship. Also, 27% of the African American and 26% of the Euro American couples had 
a baby by the third year of the study. The surveys that were orally administered asked about 
the participants' perceptions regarding themselves, their spouse, marital well-being and 
marital interaction. The reported answers were chosen from a set of responses. The 
participants were also asked if they had recently had any disagreements regarding the areas 
of money, children, family-of-origin, leisure time, and religion. The participants' responses to 
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these six categories were measured as binary responses; they answered in the form similar to 
yes or no responses. 
The authors found that in both years, money was the most likely topic to cause 
disagreements. The next topics to cause stress in the marriage were leisure, family-of-origin, 
children, and religion. However, leisure was significantly less likely to cause tension than 
money. No significant differences were found between race and sex; however, African 
American couples ranked children as a higher area of stress. Money is a significant factor due 
to past research that linked financial concerns with lower marital well-being. This study 
showed that topics of disagreement and stress tended to be stable across time, race, and sex. 
Furthermore, in regards to topic, Sillars, Roberts, Leonard, and Dun (2000) examined 
the thoughts reported by participants as they viewed their interaction with their partner. The 
authors identified differing perspectives on marital communication that the participants 
reported, and used video-assisted recall and observational interactional methods. The sample 
consisted of 118 couples who were part of a larger four-year study, the Buffalo Marital 
Interaction Project (BMlP). The sample consisted of newlywed couples who were currently 
in their first marriage. Newlyweds were defined as those who had been married from one to 
three years. Also, couples were not currently in treatment for their marriage and spoke 
English. Of the t_otal participants, all were Caucasian, 29% of the husbands and 35% of the 
wives had college degrees, and 70% of the husbands and 75% of the wives had completed 
trade school or some college. The procedures took place in a lab that resembled the 
combination of a living room and dining room, with hidden cameras. This was an attempt to 
make possible distractions, such as the video cameras, less obtrusive. The participants 
completed questionnaires before the interaction, which included the Locke-Wallace Marital 
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Adjustment Test and the Areas of Conflict Disagreement (ACD), both of which were 
administered by an interviewer. The couples then produced a list of topics of disagreements 
in their marriage. The partners then separately identified topics that they would not discuss 
during the laboratory discussion and also rated how conflict laden each topic was. The 
couples then jointly took part in two problem-solving conversations, which the second 
conversation was used for the recall portion of the study. The couples discussed the topic of 
disagreement, which was rated the highest according to the ACD. After each discussion, the 
partners separately viewed the videotape. The videotape was automatically paused every 20 
minutes at which time the participant was asked what they recalled thinking and feeling at 
the specified times during the discussion. Due to the original BMIP study, in which the focus 
was on marital interaction, alcohol influence, and husband-to-wife aggression, some of the 
husbands were given vodka and tonic before the discussions. However, with regard to 
generalizability, no differences were found that would create limitations. The videotapes were 
coded through the use of the Marital Interaction Coding System-IV (MICS-IV). The three 
categories that were created in order to compare between the thought data of the participants 
and the behavioral data were problem solving, withdrawal, and negativity. Problem solving 
included the frequency of items such as compromise and agreement. Withdrawal included 
disengagement and negativity included frequency of items such as disagreement, put downs, 
and criticism. The participants' thought data was coded by the Interaction Cognition Coding 
Scheme (ICCS). The ICCS included the major areas of emotion, which was a direct comment 
about emotional state, issue appraisal, which focused on the actual content of the discussion, 
such as how to allocate resources, personal appraisal, such as how the partners evaluated one 
another, process codes, that included communication strategies, such as the mention of 
exaggerating, and uncodable or off topic. Also, codes were given for the focus, which was 
either labeled as a direct perspective, or a meta-perspective. 
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"Despite some inconsistencies, most studies find lower understanding and congruence 
of perception in dissatisfied relationships, along with an increased tendency to make self-
enhancing and partner-effacing attributions for marital conflict" (p. 480). Overall, the authors 
found that the wives tended to be more focused on relationship issues, such as the categories 
of emotion and process, and they also tended to think about their partner. However, husbands 
tended to focus more on the actual content of the discussion as well as themselves, when 
compared to their partner. Therefore, husbands also reported fewer meta-perspectives. Also, 
both husbands and wives perceived their own communication to be more positive than their 
partners' communication. In regards to relational satisfaction, blaming and angry thoughts 
were associated with dissatisfied partners. Finally, when comparing insider and observer 
perceptions, significant correspondence was found between insider and observer perceptions, 
except for a lack of association between husbands' self-attributed strategies and observer 
ratings of behavior. 
Caughlin and Golish (2002) examined topic by focusing on topic avoidance and 
relationship satisfaction. Past research has been consistent in finding that those who report 
frequent topic avoidance tend to also be dissatisfied in their relationships. However, past 
research was limited by only including the individual avoider in the study, which therefore 
lacked a relational view. Therefore, the authors included both members of the relationship to 
explore their perceptions of their own avoidance, perceptions of their partner's avoidance, 
and their relationship satisfaction. The authors' first hypothesis was that individuals who 
perceived themselves as avoiding topics would also report being less dissatisfied. The second 
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hypothesis was that a significant positive relationship would exist between a partner's 
perception of their own topic avoidance and his or her perception of the partner's topic 
avoidance. Third, a negative relationship would exist between the perception of the partner's 
avoidance and relationship satisfaction. The authors' fourth hypothesis was that both the 
partners' perceptions of their own topic avoidance would be positively associated. The final 
hypothesis was that each partner's perception of his of her partner's topic avoidance would be 
positively correlated with the partner's perception of his or her own topic avoidance. The 
authors also included both parent-child and dating relationships in order to explore if the type 
of relationship was influential to topic avoidance and relationship satisfaction. One idea 
presented by the author was that relational power might influence these relationships 
differently. In parent-child relationships, power may be more unequal, with the parent having 
more power; however, the authors thought that this would not be quite as common in dating 
relationships. The sample consisted of 100 heterosexual couples and 114 parent-child dyads. 
The dating couples must have dated for at least two months to be included in the study. As 
with many other studies, the majority of the sample was White. The dating couples separately 
completed a self-report questionnaire at a campus location. The students of the parent-child 
dyads completed their questionnaires and were given a questionnaire to give to their parents 
due to the fact that the most of the parents did not live in close proximity. The authors 
measured the two areas of topic avoidance and relational satisfaction. Topic avoidance was 
measured by an expanded form of the eight-item instrument by Guerrero and Afifi (1995). 
The authors included the eight items plus an additional eight items that focused on topics that 
young adults tended to avoid. The eight additional topics were: marriage, cohabitation, 
everyday activities, finances, discussions about beliefs and feelings, partying and drinking, 
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drug use and smoking, and religion. An adapted form of the Marital Opinion Questionnaire, 
of which nine items were used, measured relational satisfaction. The questionnaire was 
adapted to fit the participants, such as the use of the terms girlfriend and child. The authors 
compared the boyfriend and girlfriend scores separately from the parent and child scores. 
The authors found that girlfriends' reports of their own topic avoidance was lower 
than the boyfriends' reports of their topic avoidance; however no difference existed regarding 
reports of their partners' avoidance or relational satisfaction. Also, children's perceptions of 
their own topic avoidance were higher than the parentS' perceptions of their topic avoidance. 
The children's reports for their parents' topic avoidance were higher than the parents' reports 
of their children's topic avoidance; however, no difference existed in reports of relational 
satisfaction. Furthermore, girlfriends' perceptions of their own avoidance were significantly 
lower than their perception of their boyfriends' topic avoidance; however this did not differ 
from the boyfriends' perspective. "Reports of own topic avoidance were negatively and 
significantly associated with own satisfaction for boyfriends, girlfriends, parents, and 
children" (p. 284). Furthermore, the girlfriends' perceptions of topic avoidance were 
negatively related to boyfriends' relational satisfaction. Also, parents' topic avoidance was 
negatively related to children's relational satisfaction and children's avoidance was also 
negatively related to parents' satisfaction. The authors found marginal support for all the 
hypotheses, but the associations were weak. This may suggest that topic avoidanee does not 
always lead to dissatisfied relationships. Also, future studies need to include various types of 
relationships to explore how topic avoidance may influence relational satisfaction differently 
in different types of relationships. 
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Topic and relational cognition. Martin (1992) investigated the relationship between 
relational cognition differentiation and patterns of relational communication behavior. 
Relational cognition differentiation was described as "An individual whose relational 
cognition tends to be relatively more differentiated and also tends to be fluid across varying 
levels of abstraction has relatively more complex relational cognition structure" (p. 150). The 
participants included 38 married couples and only couples who were married or had been 
living together for at least four months were accepted for the study. The participants 
completed three self-report questionnaires that included a demographic questionnaire. Also, 
participants completed a questionnaire, which included eight possible problem topics in a 
relationship. The eight categories were, "( 1) criticisms of one another's beliefs or lifestyle, (2) 
failure to take care of household responsibilities, (3) lack of affection or attention, ( 4) 
disagreements about spending money, (5) irritability, (6) disagreements about how to spend 
leisure time, (7) lack of communication, and (8) difficulties finding adequate housing" (p. 
154 ). The Relational Cognition Complexity Instrument (RCCI) was also used to assess 
descriptions of the participant's relationship with a family member, close friend, and a 
romantic partner. In regards to procedures for the study, couples were given two index cards 
with a topic that was chosen from the topics that were rated either the highest or the lowest 
by the couple. They were then instructed to go home and discuss the two topics or problem 
areas. The discussions were audiotaped and then returned for analysis. Thirty of the original 
38 couples returned the audiotapes. The audiotapes were coded using a coding system by 
Rogers and Farace (1975). The coders assigned grammatical and response codes, as well as 
control codes, which consisted of one-up codes that were viewed as dominant and one-down 
codes, which were viewed as submissive. Transactional codes were also given which 
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consisted of competitive symmetry (two one-up codes), submissive symmetry (two one-
down codes), neutral symmetry (two across codes), complementarity (one-up and one-down, 
one-down or one-up) and transitory (across and one-up, across and one-down, or down and 
across) (Martin, 1992). 
The authors found that during discussions that focused on the perceived salient topics 
of the marriage, the male partnds relational cognition differentiation increased. Also, during 
the discussion of the important topic and the male partner had a high RCCI score, the couples 
had higher rates of submissive syrm11etrical codes and less competitive symmetrical codes. 
Therefore, this study shows an influence of topic on the overall results. 
Problematic topics and conversational behaviors. Another study that presents the 
importance of topic in conversation is Canary, Brossmann, Brossmann, and Weger ( 1995). 
The authors studied the relationship between argument behaviors and communication, such 
as communication competence. The first study included 41 dating, engaged, or married 
couples. Twenty-six were dating, four were engaged, and ten were married. The authors used 
topics for discussion that a different sample of students generated regarding problematic 
topics in romantic relationships. Topics included in the study were those that were listed at 
least twice and also encompassed several problem areas. The final eight topics included the 
areas of how to ~pend leisure time, affection, jealousy and trust, amount of time spent 
together, household resp0nsibilities, finances, one another's friends, and consideration shown 
in the relationship. The couples were instructed to discuss each topic and to what extent it 
was a problem in their relationship. The discussion took place in their home, with no time 
constraints given. Following the discussion, the participants filled out questionnaires 
separately and then returned both the questionnaires and the tape recording of the discussion. 
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The tape recordings were then transcribed and coded using a manual for coding conversation 
argument, which was not specified. The questionnaires were used to measure the areas of 
appropriateness, effectiveness of the conversation, communication satisfaction, and 
reasonableness. Reasonableness was measured by statements such as, "S/he offered very 
valid arguments" (p. 194 ). Relational satisfaction was measure by three items: "I am satisfied 
in this relationship;"' "This relationship is rewarding;" and "l would not want to do anything 
that would hurt this relationship" (p. 196). 
The authors found that more joint arguments were associated positively with 
appropriateness, effectiveness, and reasonableness. Furthennore, the higher number of 
eroded arguments was negatively related to effectiveness. Limitations of this study included 
no use of observational methods as well as the location of the study, which was in the 
participants' homes. External factors could have influenced the couples' discussions. 
Communication behaviors and importance of topic. Canary et al. (1995) focused on 
the association between complexity of an argument and the importance of a topic and the 
overall communication competence and attraction. Communication competence includes the 
factors of appropriateness, effectiveness, and reasonableness. The sample consisted of 578 
participants, 260 males and 318 females. Students from various communication courses rated 
19 relational topics taken from research on marital problem areas. The two that were rated 
the highest were trust and commitment to the relationship. The two that were rated as the 
least important were political affiliation and meal choice. Two female-male couples recorded 
16 transcripts, which consisted of four arguments for each of the four topics, which were not 
specified in the article. The participants rated the couples in the audiotapes on six areas. The 
six areas were appropriateness and effectiveness, taken from Canary and Spitzberg's (1987) 
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scales, Mccroskey and McCain's ( 1974) measures of social and task attraction, Cupach and 
Spitzberg's (1981) Rating for Alter Competence Measure, and the measure ofreasonableness, 
as used in the first study. 
The authors found that those who used complex arguments were found to be more 
effective, reasonable, and task attractive. Also, communicator appropriateness was highest in 
the high complexity/low importance condition. Furthermore, the couples who were 
discussing the important topics were found to be reported more favorably, specifically found 
to be 111ore socially attractive, task attractive, appropriate, co111petent, and reasonable. 
Therefore, topic was influential to the participants' perceptions of the couples. 
Topic and therapy. Werner-Wilson, Zimmerman, and Price (1999) researched topic in 
the therapy setting. The first study examined the therapist's ability to identify goals and 
topics of both women and men clients. The second study examined the influence of gender 
on the capability of a client to present a topic in therapy. The first study consisted of 103 
couples or families who were clients at a marriage and family therapy clinic. The therapists 
were doctoral students in a marriage and family therapy program. The sample consisted of 
predominantly European Americans, with the majority earning an income of greater than 
$20,000. The men and women participants had similar educational backgrounds and most 
were in relationships \vi th duration of at least five years. 
Demographic information, such s marital status and age were measured using the 
Confidential Client Intake Information (CCIF). Prior to the initial therapy session, clients 
were also asked to identify topics they wanted to attend to in therapy as well as identify one 
specific problem that they most wanted to attend to in therapy. The specified topic was 
categorized into one of the following categories, child, marital, family, individual, or other. 
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Following each therapy session, the therapist completed a session summary, which was used 
to assess the therapist's ability to identify important topics of the clients. "Therapists were 
better able to match the primary goals of women clients in marital therapy than in family 
therapy'" {Werner-Wilson et al., 1999). Also, the ability of the therapist to match the goals of 
the men in family therapy was not significantly greater than their ability to match the men's 
goals in marital therapy. 
The second study by Werner-Wilson et al. ( 1999} consisted of 31 couples and ten 
families who were clients at the -same Clinic of the first study. Therapists were· all doctoral 
students and the clients were pred0minantly European American,. in their 30s, and averaged 
~n income.of more than $20,000. 
Following the completion of questionnaires, participants were videotaped during their 
initial therapy session. Three five-minute segments were analyzed, which were taken from 
the three stages of therapy-early, middle, and late. The videotaped sessions were then 
transcribed and coded for the topic of conversation as well as who generated the topic of 
conversation during each of the three segments. The coders had the option of choosing the 
man client, the woman client, the therapist, or other for who generated the topic of 
discussion. 
Overall, the authors found that men were s0mewhat more successful at presenting a 
topic during family therapy rather than in marital therapy. However, women were more 
successful a1 presenting a topic during marital therapy compared to family therapy. The 
concept of topic therefore not only has importance in research, but also has important 
implications for marriage and family therapists. 
71 
Summary of Literature 
In summary, research focused on dominance is expanding to include more studies of 
how dominance exists in the interactional process, such as through one-up and one-down 
interactional patterns between spouses. Dominance has also been used to categorize couples, 
often with the focus of exploring who is dominant and relating this to the level of marital 
satisfaction. -consistent results have found egalitarian relationships are most satisfied; 
however, inconsistencies: exist between who is least satisfied;- the couple where one partner is 
dominant, ot the -couple specifically typed as wife.,dominant. Who -generates the topic -of 
discussion and its association. with. dominance has not been a focus of research; however, 
.researchers _have .examined the connection benveen topic and the demand/withdraw pattern. 
Although inconsistencies exist.,_ Heavey et aL ( 1993) replicated the Christensen and Heavey 
(1990) study with an important change significant to the present study. Heavey et al. (1993) 
allowed participants to choose from topics, or behaviors in which they desired change, which 
were beyond the overall issue of child rearing. Therefore, the topics to choose from were not 
all topics in which wives would usually desire change to occur. Both studies found that when 
discussing the husband's topic, there was no difference in the husbands" and wives' 
demand/withdraw behavior. However, when discussing the wives' topic, wives demanded 
more and husbands· withdrewmore: Therefore, there was not a distinct change in the 
husbandS demanding more and the wives withdrawing more during the discussion of the 
husbands' topic. Regarding power, gender, and discussion topics, conversational behaviors 
and patterns may be established among couple dyads, which are influenced by the larger 
societal power hierarchy that places men as dominant and women as submissive. Therefore, 
the pattern of dominance may remain consistent across discussion topics, except for the 
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woman's level of dominance during discussions of her generated topic, which is suggested by 
previously presented research. Power allocation is influenced by gender and considering 
women are usually placed in the subordinate position, they may increase their dominant 
behavior during discussion topics, which are important to them in order to produce change. 
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CHAPTER 3. PURPOSE 
Although research is limited in the area of dominance and topics of discussion, an 
abundance ofresearch has examined power and control in couples. Research that has typed 
couples into categories based on the balance of power may choose to look at the outcome of 
couple typology and marital satisfaction, which may overlook the process of power. '"Family 
investigators have generally concentrated on two domains--the bases of power and power 
outcomes--and have given little attention to the domain of family processes" (Olson & 
Crom\vell, 1975, p. 132). However, couple typologies are an important part ofteseard1ing 
marital satisfaction. For instance, Vanlear and Zietlow (1990) categorized couples based on 
control patterns and were then able to predict marital satisfaction. This study explored the 
process of communication and how dominance occurs across the interaction. How does 
dominance exist across discussions in which the wife's topic is the focus and in which the 
husband's topic is the focus? Does dominance change or remain constant across the husband 
and wife's chosen topics? First, the author will code for domineeringness, which the author 
predicts will remain the same across both discussions of the husband's and wife's topic. The 
author predicts that dominance will be higher for discussions in which the wife;s generated 
topic is the focus of discussion. 
Hypotheses 
I. Domineeringness will be consistent across topics. 
2. Wives' dominance will he highest for their generated topic. 
3. A significant negative relationship will be found between marital satisfaction and the 
woman's dominance. 
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CHAPTER 4. METHOD 
Participants 
The participants were 51 married couples that were originally recruited for a study to 
explore the re1ationship between physio1ogica1 arousal and the demand/withdraw pattern 
during conflict discussions. Participants were recruited through newspaper advertisements, 
fliers posted on bulletin boards and through announcements and notices located at the local 
school and community. Couples were directed to contact researchers by telephone and were 
then told about the experimental procedure. If interested, the couple participated in a one-
hour laboratory session that took place on campus. Participating couples were paid in the 
amount of $60. The sample consisted of51 males and51 females. The men's age ranged 
from 21 years to 63 years, with a mean age of 34 years and a standard deviation of9.35. The 
women's age ranged from 20 years to 57 years with a mean age of 33 years and a standard 
deviation of9.15. ln regards to ethnicity, 58.9% of the men were Caucasian, 21.9% were 
Asian, 2.7% were Hispanic, 2.7% were African, and 1.4% were from India. The women 
participants included 47. 7% Caucasian, 17.8% Asian, 4.1 % African, 2. 7% from India, 1.4 % 
Hispanic, 1.4% Latin, and 1.4% Serbian. Eighty-five percent of the men reported being 
married; the mean for duration of marriage for the men was 92 months, with a standard 
deviation of94. The women's mean for duration of marriage was 88 months, with a standard 
deviation of 91. The mean for men's marital satisfaction was 116. 7 with a standard deviation 
of 12.22 and the women's mean for marital satisfaction was 118.4 with a standard deviation 
of 15.02. 
Procedure 
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The original study consisted of each spouse independently filling out a measure of 
relationship satisfaction as well as choosing a problem area to discuss during the interaction. 
Participants were given a list of possible topics to discuss and were also allowed to add topics 
of their choice. The interaction included a five-minute baseline in which the couple was 
instructed to talk about their day. At that point each spouse's chosen topic was discussed for 
10 minutes. Regarding whose topic was discussed f'irst, the topics were randomly assigned. 
Therefore, neither the woman's nor the man's topic would always be discussed 
first---random assignment was made. During the total 25-minute interaction, physiological 
measures were assessed, Which conSisted of heart rate and skin conductance monitors. At the 
conclusion of the interaction, the couple was again separated and asked to watch the video 
tape of the interaction and report their level of arousal during the interaction. 
Measure 
Communication dominance was coded through the use of the Family Relational 
Communication Control Coding System (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987). This coding 
system~ s definition of contro1 inc1uded "who has the right to define, delimit, and constrain 
the actions of the interpersonal system" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 1 ). This 
coding system focused on the interactions and was based on systems theory. Using this 
coding system, dominance was examined in the form of sequential patterns and what was 
labeled as symmetrical or complementary patterns. Coding began by identifying the -speaker, 
who was the person who was talking and the receiving person of the message was identified 
as the direct target. "Each message is viewed as being a response to the preceding message, 
as well as a stimulus for the following message" (Ericson & Rogers, 1973, pp. 247-248). 
Each time someone different spoke, the information was coded. Each message was given a 
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format code, which was "the grammatical form, or structure, of the message" (Heatherington 
& Friedlander, 1987, p. 3). The format code had eight categories, which were assertion, open 
question, successful talkover, unsuccessful talkover, noncomplete, closed question, intercept, 
or indistinguishable. An assertion was "any completed referential statement expressed in 
either the declarative or imperative form" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 19). For 
instance, "l walked the dog'' would be coded as an assertion. An open question was a 
message in which the voice raised at the end of the sentence and the question allowed for a 
variety of answers. The next two categories were talkovers. "A talkover is any interruption or 
verbal intervention made while another person is talking" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 
1987, p. 20). "Talkovers are considered successful if the speaker relinquishes the floor after 
the second speaker starts talking, leaving the 'interrupter' in the speaking position" 
(Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987). An unsuccessful talkover was also an interruption; 
however, it was unsuccessful if the original speaker continued to talk and did not give control 
to the interrupter. A message was coded as noncomplete if there was no verb and the coder 
was unable to distinguish the coding format. For instance, if the speaker said "Well, I ... " the 
coder was unable to tell if this may be a question or an assertion, there was simply not 
enough information. The next category was the closed question, which unlike the open 
question gave the direct target a limited number of answers, such as yes and no questions. 
"Do you like pizza?" is an example of a closed question. An intercept was "an interruption of 
an ongoing dyadic exchange by a third person" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 25). 
This means that if two people were directly speaking to one another in a conversation and.a 
third person interrupted, such as by asking a question and changing who was involved in the 
conversation, an intercept took place. The last format code was indistinguishable, if the 
message was very unclear and incomprehensible. 
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After coding for format, the next step was to code the response mode. There were lO 
categories, which were support, nonsupport, extension, answer to open question, instruction, 
order, disconfirmation, topic change, answer to closed question, and indistinguishable. 
Support was "any message that offers or seeks agreement, assistance (including clarification 
of the previous speaker's message), acceptance, encouragement, or approval" (Heatherington 
& Friedlander, 1987, p. 27). Also, a message was coded as support ifthe speaker was 
c.omplying with a previous instruction or order. Nonsupport was "any message that opposes 
via resistance, rejection, disagreement, demand, challenge,.sarc.asm, et cetera" 
(Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 29). For example, if the speaker asked the direct 
target to clean his or her room, but the direct target responded by saying, "I will not clean my 
room!" the refusal to clean the room would be coded as nonsupport. The extension code was 
a continuation of the topic of the previous message, without the tone of support or 
nonsupport. The code answer to an open question was the response to the format code of an 
open question. The response may have been a long open answer, or what may have seemed 
to be a more closed answer; however, if the preceding message was an open question, the 
answer was coded as an answer to an open question. The instruction code was "a statement 
that is a qualified suggestion involving clarification of one's own demands, justification, or 
e,.xplanation'' (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, P- 30). Therefore, an instruction was. an 
order, which was accompanied by justification or explanation and was a softer form of an 
order. An order, unlike the instruction, was a demand with little or no justification or 
explanation. The message "Go to your room!" would be coded as an order. Disconfirmation 
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was "a response that disregards the demands or requests (whether explicit or implicit) of the 
previous message" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 31). For example, ifthe speaker 
asked a specific question and the direct target ignored the question and began talking about a 
different subject, the message would be coded as a disconfirmation. The code of topic change 
was "any message that has little continuity with the previous message but no response 
continuity was requested" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 33). The topic change code 
was-different from disconfirmation because if a message was coded as a topic change, no 
question was asked, no response was asked for; however, the topic ofthe message was 
different from the preceding message_ "Pmc_ess comment£" were also c.oded a£ topic change_ 
These were observations about the communication process, or the discussion that was 
occurring. An answer to a closed question was coded when there was a response to a closed 
question, such as answers to yes and no questions. The last code was indistinguishable, 
which was the same as described for the format code. 
The format and response codes were mutually exclusive; therefore, if a message 
seemed that it could be coded as more than one category, a decision tree was used to 
determine the appropriate code. To determine the format, the following orderwas used: 
indistinguishable, intercept, successful or unsuccessful talkover, closed question, open 
question, assertion, and noncomplete. Therefore, if a message was a closed question, yet also 
a talkover, the fom1at would be coded as a talkover because this code came first in the order 
of the decision tree. The order for the response code was the following: indistinguishable, 
disconfirmation, topic change, order, instruction, nonsupport, open answer, closed answer, 
support, and extension. Therefore, if a message could have been considered both instruction 
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and disconfirmation, the message was coded as disconfirmation because it comes first on the 
decision tree hierarchy. 
After coding for the speaker, the direct target, and the format and response codes, the 
pattern between messages was coded, this was called the control code. "'Once the message 
codes are determined, the investigator applies established rules to each possible combination 
otformat and response mode to yield a control code. Following the R.CCCS, control codes 
can either be one-up ( f ), for messages that attempt to gain control, one-down ( i ), for 
messages that seek to relinquish control, or one-across ( - ) for messages that are relatively 
neutral with respect to control" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 2004, p. 12). Therefore, 
different combinations of the previously explained fotmat and response codes equaled either 
a one-up code, a one-down code, or a one-across code. For example, if a successful talkover 
was followed by a support response code, this would equal a one•up code because the 
talkover was accepted by the direct target. The control code was broken down into three main 
categories, symmetrical, complementary, and transitory. The symmetrical category had three 
subcategories, which were competitive, submissive, and transitional. The competitive 
subcategory ( f, f) was a one-up message, followed by a one-up response. For instance, a 
message in which the speaker made an order and the direct target responded by refusing 
would be coded.as competitive. The submissive subcategory ( i, i) was two one-down 
messages, such as the speaker saying "You're right" and the direct target responding by 
saying "But you've been a big help" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 198/, p. 5). The 
transitional subcategory (-, -) was two messages that were neither one-up or one-down, 
but were neutral in terms of control. The complementary category ( f, i) or ( i, f) was either 
a one-up message followed by a one-down message, or a one-do\\n message which was 
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followed by a one-up message. Lastly, the transitory category was a combination of a one-up, 
one-down, and one-across messages ( f, - ), (-, f ), ( i, - ), ( i, - ). All of these control 
codes focused on the sequential, or interactional pattern between messages and were 
therefore labeled as transaction codes. 
Following the process of coding for the control messages, an overall pattern of the 
control codes was established. "The control codes can be analyzed in a variety of ways. Most 
simply, the proportion of each individual's f, i, or - messages to every other individual can 
be detennined. This provides information on individuals' attempts at gaining or relinquishing 
control. For other purposes, such as examining the family's "dance" in terms of interpersonal 
control, the list of control codes can be examined in sequence for dyadic transaction patterns" 
(Heatherington & Friedlander, 2004, p. 111). Therefore, the control codes were analyzed 
both to see individual attempts of dominance, as well as the overall pattern of the couple's 
interaction. In order to determine the frequency of control codes, "the proportion is 
determined simply by dividing the frequency of each pattern type by the total number of 
dyadic sequences. Using proportions facilitates comparison of different dyads when their 
sequence totals are unequal" (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987, p. 59). This allowed for a 
quantitative approach to examining control patterns across individual and couples. 
Coder Training 
Coders were trained in the Family Relational Conmmnication Control Coding System 
under the instruction of a trained professor. Coders were undergraduate and 1:,rraduate students 
who were blind to the study's purpose in order to avoid biased results. The coders practiced 
coding transcripts until a 70% agreement was established. Furthermore, based on 
examination of two coders' scores of28 couples, the average percent agreement for format 
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was .964 and the Cohen's kappa for format was .925. The average percent agreement for the 
response mode was .801 and the Cohen's kappa for response mode was .707. 
Data Analysis 
Domineeringness was coded as an individual measure, by taking the number of 
one-up messages an individual sends divided by the total number of messages that individual 
sends. "The calculation of domineeringness is simply the relative frequency of a participant· s 
one" UP ( T) messages (i.e., the number of one-up messages of an interactor with respect to 
total number of messages emitted by that interactor in the interaction sample analyzed)" 
(Escudero & Rogers, 2004, p. 57). This process was completed for both men and \\'omen. 
Dominance was measured by the frequency of one-up messages followed by one-
down messages. "The pattern of one""up/one•down complementarity represents this type of 
interchange in which domineering behavior ( t) is associated with an acceptance/approval 
response ( i ). The interaction index is referred to as dominance ( t, i ). Domineeringness and 
dominance are independent indexes; each represents a different level of description, 
monadic, and dyadic" (Escudero & Rogers, 2004, p. 58). This was completed in order to 
compare the rates of man one-up, woman one-down with woman one-up man one-down for 
both the woman's and the man's topic. 
The relational pattern was analyzed through the use of contingency tables for each 
couple. One table consisted of the man as the antecedent and the woman as the consequent 
and the second table consisted of the woman as the antecedent and the man as the 
consequent. F ot example, the first table consisted of all the messages the man sent and all the 
messages the women received. Furthermore, the data was analyzed to test for the global 
existence of the interactional pattern of a one-up message followed by a one-down message 
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CHAPTER5.RESULTS 
Following the completion of coding using the Family Relational Communication 
Control Coding System, the data was entered into GSQ to perform sequential analysis. For 
each couple, numeric labels were given to the wife and husband. The wife was labeled as a 
"2" and the husband was labeled as a "3." The code of a "2" or "3" and the code of one-up, 
one-do\Vn, or one-across were combined for each message within the discussion. Therefore, 
discussions resembled the following: 2u, 3d, 2a, and so forth. Domineering behavior was the 
number of one-up codes out of the total number of responses given by the individual husband 
or wife. Dominance was a one-up code followed by a one-down code, divided by the total 
number of messages given by the couple. This information was imputed into GSQ in order to 
analyze the frequency of husband and wife domineeringness and dominance based on whose 
topic was the focus of discussion. When entering data into GSQ, the program allows a 
distinction to be made regarding who is the target, or receiver, of the message and who is the 
given, or speaker of the message. In order to separate the data based on the husband's or 
wife's topic, the data was labeled as a "1" or "2." The "1" was labeled for the husband's topic 
and the "2" was labeled for the wife's topic. The process of analyzing using G SQ also 
allowed the author to pool across all couples in order to analyze an overall pattern. 
After completing the analysis in GSQ, the ratios of domineeringness and 
dominance were imputed into SPSS. The ratios for the man's domineering score, the woman's 
domineering score, and the man's dominance score and the woman's dominance score based 
on whose topic was the focus of discussion were imputed into SPSS. Following this, a 
dichotomous variable was computed for each couple for both domineeringness and 
dominance as well as whose topic was the focus of the discussion. A one was given to the 
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individual with the higher domineering score. For example, ifthe man's score was a .23 and 
the woman's score was .38, the woman was given a one and the man was given a zero. This 
process was also completed to compute a variable for dominance. 
Next, a variable was created in order to identify a dominance pattern across topic. A 
dominance score was computed across all women and across both the woman and man's 
topic. The same procedure was completed for all men. This score was used to compare the 
relationship bet\veen couple type and marital satisfaction. 
A variable was also created for couple type. If the difference of the husband-
dominant score minus the wife-dominant score was >.1, the couple was labeled as husband-
dominant. If the difference of the wife-dominant score minus the husband~dominant was >.1, 
the couple was labeled as wife dominant. If the difference between the husband-dominant 
and wife-dominant scores was< .1, the couple was labeled as egalitarian. However, after chi-
square analysis was completed, two cells were found to have expected counts less than five, 
therefore the couple types were changed from three categories to two categories. The original 
categories of husband-dominant and wife-dominant were combined to form the category 
non-egalitarian. the score of .1 was chosen as the dividing score between egalitarian and 
non-egalitarian because this was the median difference score between the women's 
dominance score and the men's dominance score. 
The marital satisfaction score was measured by the total summation of scores from 
the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. From that point, the median score was found in order to divide 
the scores into a category of low marital satisfaction and a category of high marital 
satisfaction. The range of scores for the men was 68 to 143, with a mean score of 117. The 
range of scores of the women was from 87 to 135, with a mean score of 115. The median 
84 
score for marital satisfaction based on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale was 118. Scores that 
were above 118 were considered high marital satisfaction and scores below 118 were labeled 
as low marital satisfaction. 
A chi-square analysis was completed for examining the relationship between 
discussion topic and domineeringness, presented in Table 1. The overall Pearson x2 of 6.951, 
with p = .008, which leads to the conclusion of a significant relationship between who 
generates the topic of discussion and the domineering score. Furthermore, the Phi value of 
.369 indicates the strength of relationship between these two variables. Furthermore, a trend 
exists for women to be mote domineering across both topics. Therefore, women seem to be 
consistently domineering, no matter whose topic is the focus of discussion. This is 
represented by the woman's domineering percent total of 60. 8% for the woman's topic and a 
66. 7% for the man's topic. Likewise, the man's domineering percent for the woman's topic is 
39.2% and 33.3% for the man's topic. 
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Table 1. Domineeringness and discussion topic 
Man's topic, who is domineering? * Woman's topic, who is domineering? Crosstabulation 
Woman's topic, who is 
domineerina? 
woman man 
domineerino domineerino Total 
Man's topic, who woman domineerin£ Count 25 9 34 
is domineering? Expected Count 20.7 13.3 34.0 
% within Man's topic, 
73.5% 26.5% 100.0% who is domineering? 
% within Woman's topi 
80.6% 45.0% 66.7% who is domineering? 
% ofTotal 49.0% 17.6% 66.7% 
Std. Residual 1.0 -1.2 
man domineering Count 6 11 17 
Expected Count 10.3 6.7 17.0 
% within Man's topic, 
35.3% 64.7% 100.0% who is domineering? 
% within Woman's topi 
19.4% 55.0% 33.3% who is domineering? 
% of Total 11.8% 21.6% 33.3% 
Std. Residual -1.3 1.7 
Total Count 31 20 51 
Expected Count 31.0 20.0 51.0 
% within Man's topic, 
60.8% 39.2% 100.0% who is domineering? 
% within Woman's topi 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% who is domineering? 
% of Total 60.8% 39.2% 100.0% 
* x2 = 6.951 and p = .008 
*Phi= .369 
A chi-square analysis was also completed to assess the relationship between 
dominance and discussion topic, in which the results are presented in Table 2. The Pearson 
x2 = 4.480 and p = .034 show a significant relationship between who generates the topic of 
discussion and dominance, which is also supported by a Phi value of .306. The trend found 
between dominance and discussion topic seems slightly different than the trend for 
domineeringness, with the woman still more dominant across both topics; however, a smaller 
difference between woman dominance and husband dominance exists for the woman's topic. 
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This is therefore partially supportive of the author's hypothesis regarding the woman's 
dominance score during discussion of her generated topic. 
Table 2. Dominance and discussion topic 
man's topic, who is dominant? * woman's topic, who is dominant? Crosstabulation 
woman's topic, who is 
dominant? 
woman most man most 
dominant dominant Total 
man's topic, who woman most dominant Count 21 9 30 
is dominant? Expected Count 17.5 12.5 30.0 
% within man's topic, 
70.0% 30.0% 100.0% who is dominant? 
% within woman's topic, 
75.0% 45.0% 62.5% who is dominant? 
% of Total 43.8% 18.8% 62.5% 
Std. Residual .8 -1.0 
man most dominant Count 7 11 18 
Expected Count 10.5 7.5 18.0 
% within man's topic, 
38.9% 61.1% 100.0% who is dominant? 
% within woman's topic, 
25.0% 55.0% 37.5% who is dominant? 
%ofTotal 14.6% 22.9% 37.5% 
Std. Residual -1.1 1.3 
Total Count 28 20 48 
Expected Count 28.0 20.0 48.0 
% within man's topic, 
58.3% 41.7% 100.0% who is dominant? 
% within woman's topic, 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% who is dominant? 
% of Total 58.3% 41.7% 100.0% 
* x2 = 4.480, p = .034 
*Phi= .306 
Lastly, a chi-square analysis was completed to examine the relationship between 
marital satisfaction and couple type. The expected values and the observed values were 
not significantly different, as presented in Table 3. Therefore results from this study were 
found to be non-significant. The Pearson x2 was 1.556, with p = .212 and therefore there 
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is no relationship between egalitarian or non-egalitarian couples and marital satisfaction. 
The results do not support the hypotheses that marital satisfaction will be highest for 
egalitarian couples and marital satisfaction will be the lowest for wife-dominant couples. 
Table 3. Couple type and marital satisfaction 
couple type * marital satisfaction DAS score Crosstabulation 
marital satisfaction 
DAS score 
hi ah low Total 
couple egalitarian Count 14 10 24 
type Expected Count 12.0 12.0 24.0 
% within couple type 58.3% 41.7% 100.0% 
% within marital 
66.7% 47.6% 57.1% satisfaction DAS score 
% of Total 33.3% 23.8% 57.1% 
Std. Residual .6 -.6 
non-egalitarian Count 7 11 18 
Expected Count 9.0 9.0 18.0 
% within couple type 38.9% 61.1% 100.0% 
% within marital 
33.3% 52.4% 42.9% satisfaction DAS score 
% of Total 16.7% 26.2% 42.9% 
Std. Residual -.7 .7 
Total Count 21 21 42 
Expected Count 21.0 21.0 42.0 
% within couple type 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
% within marital 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% satisfaction DAS score 
% of Total 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
*x2 = t.556,p = .212 
Further analyses were completed in order to make interpretation easier. Correlations 
were completed for the relationship between marital satisfaction and domineeringness as 
well as between marital satisfaction and dominance. As presented in Table 4, the only 
significant relationship exists between marital satisfaction and the woman's 
domineeringness during the woman's topic, which was a positive relationship of .373, 
significant at the .05 level. This relationship was the only significant relationship found 
between domineeringness and marital satisfaction. Therefore, marital satisfaction 
increases as domineeringness scores increase for discussions regarding the woman's 
topic. 
Table 4. Marital satisfaction and domineering scores 
Correlations 
marital 
satisfaction 
DAS score 
marital satisfaction DAS Pearson Correlation 1 
score Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 42 
domineering:man's Pearson Correlation .187 
topic man's score Sig. (2-tailed) .235 
N 42 
domineering:man's Pearson Correlation .263 
topic woman's score Sig. (2-tailed) .092 
N 
42 
domineering:woman's Pearson Correlation .246 
topic man's score Sig. (2-tailed) .116 
N 42 
domineering:woman's Pearson Correlation .373* 
topic woman's score Sig. (2-tailed) .015 
N 42 
*.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
domineering: 
man's topic 
man's score 
.187 
.235 
42 
1 
51 
.726*' 
.000 
51 
.715*' 
.000 
51 
.629*' 
.000 
51 
domineer 
domineering: domineerin ing:woma 
man's topic g:woman's n's topic 
woman's topic man's woman's 
score score score 
.263 .246 .373* 
.092 .116 .015 
42 42 42 
.726*' .715* .629*' 
.000 .000 .000 
51 51 51 
1 .503* .759*' 
.000 .000 
51 51 51 
.503*' 1 .609*' 
.000 .000 
51 51 51 
.759*' .609*' 1 
.000 .000 
51 51 51 
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Correlations were also completed for the relationship between dominance and marital 
satisfaction. As shown in table 5, no significant relationship was found between marital 
satisfaction and dominance, which is consistent with the previously presented chi-square 
analysis. 
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Table 5. Marital satisfaction and dominance scores 
Correlations 
dominance: dominance:w 
marital dominance: man's topic dominance:w oman's topic 
satisfaction man's topic woman's oman's topic woman's 
DAS score man's score score man's score score 
marital satisfaction Pearson Correlation 1 -.254 .218 -.125 .116 
DAS score Sig. (2-tailed) .105 .165 .429 .464 
N 42 42 42 42 42 
dominance:man's Pearson Correlation -.254 1 -.235 .527* -.167 
topic man's score Sig. (2-tailed) .105 .096 .000 .241 
N 42 51 51 51 51 
dominance:man's Pearson Correlation .218 -.235 1 -.238 .488*' 
topic woman's score Sig. (2-tailed) .165 .096 .093 .000 
N 
42 51 51 51 51 
dominance:woman's Pearson Correlation -.125 .527*' -.238 1 -.151 
topic man's score Sig. (2-tailed) .429 .000 .093 .289 
N 42 51 51 51 51 
dominance:woman's Pearson Correlation .116 -.167 .488* -.151 1 
topic woman's score Sig. (2-tailed) .464 .241 .000 .289 
N 42 51 51 51 51 
**.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Paired samples t-tests were also completed to allow for easier interpretation for the 
relationship between domineeringness and discussion topic as well as the relationship 
between dominance and discussion topic. As shown in Table 6, domineering score means 
were consistent across both topics - the means were not significantly different between 
pairs, except for between the man's domineering score for the man's topic and the woman's 
domineering score for the woman's topic t(50) = -2.123,p = .039. Similarly, as shown in 
Table 7 for dominance and discussion topic, no means were significantly different; therefore 
the dominance scores were consistent across topics, except for two pairs. The woman's 
dominance score mean was significantly greater than the man's dominance score mean for 
the man's topic t(50) = -2.026,p = .048. Likewise, the woman's dominance mean for the 
man's topic was significantly greater than the man's score for the woman's topic t(50) = 
2.500,p = .016. 
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Table 6. Discussion topic and domineeringness 
Paired Samples Test 
Paired Differences 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Std. Error Difference 
Mean $td. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df Sia. (2-tailedl 
Pair domineering:man's 
1 topic man's score -
-.033437 .1264343 .0177043 -.068997 .002123 -1.889 50 .065 domineering:man's 
topic woman's score 
Pair domineering:man's 
2 topic man's score -
-.016282 .1103788 .0154561 -.047327 .014762 -1.053 50 .297 domineering:woman's 
topic man's score 
Pair domineering:man's 
3 topic man's score -
-.041392 .1392118 .0194936 -.080546 -.002238 -2.123 50 .039 domineering:woman's 
topic woman's score 
Pair domineering: man's 
4 topic woman's score -
.017155 .1665805 .0233259 -.029697 .064006 .735 50 domineering:woman's .466 
topic man's score 
Pair domineering:man's 
5 topic woman's score -
-.007955 .1235007 .0172936 -.042690 .026780 -.460 50 .648 domineering:woman's 
topic woman's score 
Pair domineering:woman's 
6 topic man's score -
-.025110 .1421860 .0199100 -.065100 .014881 -1.261 50 .213 domineering:woman's 
topic woman's score 
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Table 7. Discussion topic and dominance 
Paired Samples Test 
Paired Differences 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Std. Error Difference 
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Unner t df Sia. 12-tailed\ 
Pair dominance:man's 
1 topic man's score -
-.034943 .1231770 .0172482 -.069587 -.000299 -2.026 50 .048 dominance:man's 
topic woman's score 
Pair dominance:man's 
2 topic man's score -
.006031 .0647947 .0090731 -.012192 .024255 .665 50 .509 dominance:woman's 
topic man's score 
Pair dominance:man's 
3 topic man's score -
-.025435 .1248867 .0174876 -.060560 .009690 -1.454 50 .152 dominance:woman's 
topic woman's score 
Pair dominance:man's 
4 topic woman's score 
.040975 .1170301 .0163875 .008059 .073890 2.500 50 .016 dominance:woman's 
topic man's score 
Pair dominance:man's 
5 topic woman's score 
.009508 .0900573 .0126106 -.015821 .034837 .754 50 .454 dominance:woman's 
topic woman's score 
Pair dominance:woman's 
6 topic man's score -
-.031467 .1183126 .0165671 -.064743 .001809 -1.899 50 .063 dominance:woman's 
topic woman's score 
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CHAPTER 6. DISCUSSION 
A significant relationship was found between both domineeringness and who 
generated the topic of discussion as well as between dominance and who generated the topic 
of discussion. In the case of domineeringness, the woman was found to be more domineering 
across both topics. Therefore, the hypothesis is supported because the woman was more 
domineering across topic. Possibly due to the overall power hierarchy and women usually 
placed as subordinates in relation to men, women may be more actively domineering in order 
to change specific things within their relationship ot the overall power allocation. 
Furthermore, considering women were found to be more domineering during discussions of 
the man's topic, this may show that both the man's and the woman's topics were important to 
the woman. How important a topic is to both individuals may influence the frequency of 
domineeringness as well as dominance. Therefore, for future research, how important the 
topic is to each individual would be important to inClude. 
Concerning dominance, the chi-square analysis determined a significant 
relationship between dominance and who generated the topic of discussion. However, the 
author predicted that the woman's dominance score would be significantly higher for 
discussions of her topic, which was only partially supported. In fact, the woman was found to 
be more dominant during discussions of the man's generated topic. Furthermore, in the case 
of dominance and discussion topic, the paired samples t-test supported the general finding of 
the chi..;.square, in regards to the woman as more dominant across both topics. Similar to 
reasons for why women were more domineering across topic, women may also be more 
dominant because they feel they have less power and are actively trying to change things 
within their relationship, including the balance of power. However, dominance is 
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interactional and therefore the man must accept the woman's power move in order for the 
behavior to be defined as dominance. However, due to factors such as men as usually more 
dominant within society, as well as not desiring certain things to change in their relationship, 
they may not accept the domineering behavior, which would then decrease the dominance 
score. Although it may be more acceptable for men to be dominant, according to the results 
of this study, women are more dominant, which means that men seem to be accepting or 
women's dominance. One could speculate about reasons for this, such as that if a man has 
more power overall in the relationship, maybe they ate accepting of giving their wives more 
say in specific topic areas. If a topic is not extremely important to the man, they may be more 
\villing to compromise and accept the wife's dominance. 
As shown by the different results for domineeringness and dominance, this study 
supports the literature concerning how domineeringness and dominance are two separate 
concepts. Authors, such as Thimm et al. (1995) and Courtright et al. (1979) studied these two 
concepts and found support for domineeringness and dominance as concepts with distinct 
definitions. The author presented previously in the current literature review, that 
domineeringness is an individual behavior used in an attempt to gain power. However, 
dominance is an interactional and requires an acceptance to the initial attempt to gain power. 
Although the results for both domineeringness and dominance found women to be more 
domineering and dominant overall, women were found to be more do111ineering than they 
were dominant. If the two concepts of domineeringness and dominance were not distinct 
from one another, the results would have been much more similar; therefore, supporting the 
literature that domineeringness and dominance are not the same concept. 
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Overall, the paired-samples t-tests supported the findings from the chi-square 
analyses. Domineering and dominance scores both seem to be consistent across topics, as 
shown by the paired samples t-test by the lack of significant difference between the mean 
scores for each pair. However, domineering mean scores were found to be significantly 
different between the man's domineering score for the man's topic and the woman's 
domineering score for the woman's topic. The woman's domineering score for the woman's 
topic was found to be significantly greater, showing that the woman may be very active in 
trying to produce change within a topic that is very important to her, especially if she feels 
that she has a low level of power in the relationship. 
The chi;;.square analysis of marital satisfaction and couple type did not support past 
research. No significant results were found. No significant results were also found for the 
correlation between dominance and marital satisfaction. However, a significant correlation 
was found between marital satisfaction and the woman's domineeringness during the 
discussion of the woman's topic. This is not consistent with past research; however, this 
supports the idea that domineeringness and dominance are distinct concepts. Therefore, the 
woman may be more domineering and feel comfortable enough to express her needs and 
problems with the relationship, which could be associated with higher marital satisfaction. 
This would be similar to the previously presented idea of agenda setting (Wilkie et al., 1998). 
These results may be due to limitations, such as a small sample size. The author 
was not able to examine egahtarian, husband-dominant, and wife-dominant couples as 
originally planned, due to the small number of cases for each category. Therefore, when 
dichotomizing scores as either egalitarian or non-egalitarian, important information was lost. 
Also, overall, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale of marital satisfaction scores were generally 
high, with the majority of scores falling above 100. Therefore, this sample may over 
represent couples with high marital satisfaction. The results of this study are not consistent 
with past research regarding couple type and marital satisfaction. 
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Overall, the author found a significant relationship between who generates the topic 
of discussion and scores of domineeringness and dominance; however, further analyses are 
needed in order to take an in depth look at the relationship between discussion topics and 
domineeringness and dominance. 
Clinical Implications 
The study of power and marital satisfaction has proved to be salient concepts with 
important implications for marriage and family therapists. Within therapy it is important for 
therapists to attend to the clients' topics. Often what one spouse perceives as an important 
topic may be different than what the other spouse perceives as an important topic. Also, as 
examined by this author and others, such behaviors as domineeringness and dominance, as 
well as patterns as demand withdraw may be influenced by whose topic is the focus of 
discussion. 
Also, domineeringness and dominance may be frequent behaviors found among 
couples seeking therapy, especially among couples who have unequal power and are 
dissatisfied with how the allocation of power exists in the relationship. It is important for 
therapists to be aware of domineering and dominant behaviors and how they are influenced 
by topics and goals of clients in order to effectively attend to the needs of all clients. For 
instance, if one spouse exhibits dominance through interruptions or other behaviors that do 
not allow the other spouse to fully develop and articulate an important topic they wish to 
attend to in therapy, the overall therapeutic experience may be viewed as negative and not 
beneficial to both clients. This may also influence the therapeutic alliance if the non-
dominant spouse feels their topics are not being addressed in therapy. 
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Furthermore, as marriage and family therapists, marital satisfaction is of significant 
importance when working with couples. As presented, past research has consistently found 
associations between couple type classified by dominance and marital satisfaction. Therefore, 
therapists need to be aware of dominance and its possible influence on the level of marital 
satisfaction for couple clients. Marital satisfaction is influenced by a number of factors and 
research has consistently shown couple type to be a significant factor not to be disregarded. 
Umitations and Directions for Future Research 
As with all studies, limitations do exist for this study. To begin, ethnic background 
of the participants was not included, which could influence the results. The participants 
varied in ethnic background; however, these were not considered in the analyses. Cultures 
may have varying beliefs regarding power and dominance in couple relationships, which may 
influence their behavior when discussing issues of the marriage. For instance, some cultures 
may not approve of wife-dominant behavior, which may influence the frequency of 
domineeringness and dominance. 
Furthermore, a larger sample size would be desirable, especially for the analysis of 
couple type and marital satisfaction. A larger overall sample size would increase the number 
of samples in each couple type category allowing for possibly more accurate results. 
Also, for the purpose of this study, domineeringness scores, dominance scores, 
couple type, and marital satisfaction were dichotomized or divided into categories based on 
scores. This procedure may lead to a loss of information. It was necessary for the purpose of 
this study to categorize scores; however, limitations arise when drawing boundaries that 
require a couple to be either wife-dominant or egalitarian or low in marital satisfaction or 
high in marital satisfaction. 
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Regarding future directions, further study of dominance with clear definitions and 
conceptualizations are needed in order to compare this study and future study results. 
Considering few studies have been completed examining the relationship between dominance 
and discussion topics, a great deal of research and replication is needed in order to create any 
consistent results. It is also important to include, as this author did, both observational and 
self-report data. Observational data is Of special importance when researching power 
processes, which as presented in the literature review is a domain of power that requires more 
research. 
Concerning discussion topics, the most research in this area focuses on the 
relationship between discussion topics and the demand/withdraw pattern. Therefore, 
conversational behaviors, such as interruptions may be examined in relation to who generates 
the topic of discussion. As found in this study, when examining the influence of discussion 
topics, the procedures for selecting topics to discuss are important. Some topics have been 
identified as more traditional female topics, which are topics that women are more likely to 
desire change to occur. These include topics such as housework and childcare, which have 
traditionally beei:i responsibilities of women. However, if discussion topics for participants to 
select from are confined to traditional female topics, it is likely that women would be more 
invested in wanting change to occur, which may then influence their behavior, such as being 
more domineering. A wide variety of neutral topics and the opportunity to add in topics is of 
significant importance in the research of discussion topics. Also, as alluded to previously, it 
would be important to include how important the topics are to each individual. For instance, 
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if both the man and the woman's topic are important to the woman, she may be more 
domineering across both topics. Furthermore, if the woman's topic is not very important to 
the man, the woman may be more dominant because the man is more likely to submit to her 
power moves if he does not consider the topic important. 
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